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Trle OrrlCe OF MEDIATOR 


By R. L. Kilpatrick Part 1 of 2 


One of the most unbelievable things ever to occur in hu- 
man history is the incarnation of God. The mind ts too finite to 
handle such an infinite event, even though we accept the reality of 
it. We accept it in the same way as we accept the reality of our 
own spirit within us, even though we don't understand its rela- 
tionship with "flesh." If we knew, then perhaps we might under- 
stand how that "the Word was made flesh and dwelt among us" 
(John 1:14). (But this is what "faith" ts). Unbelievable though it 
is, we adopt it as a "faith" principle, or a grounding principle 
upon which to build a tife of Christian service. God does not ex- 
pect us to fully comprehend the infinite; just accept it and build 
our hope of eternal life around it. "And anyone who thus hopes 
in him purifies himself as he is pure (1 Jn. 3:3). Still, there are 
some things about "God in the flesh" that we ought to 
understand. 

L confess that I have difficulty visualizing Jesus ever being 
like us, walking the earth, being tempted in all things just as we 
are. [have the tendency to see Him as did Isaiah, "...Wonderful, 
Counselor, The Mighty God, The Everlasting Father, The Prince 
of Peace" (Isa. 9:6). Associate this exalted Being, if you can, with 
the apprentice carpenter named Jesus, born into the family of Jo- 
seph and Mary nearly two-thousand years ago. 

It is perhaps fortunate that we live so far on this side of 
the cross. If we had been born then, in Nazareth, we probably 
would have had the same difficulty accepting the Deity of Jesus as 
did his neighbors and even his own family. "Ts this the carpen- 
ter's son? Is not his mother called Mary? And are not his broth- 
ers James and Joseph and Simon and Judas? Are not all his 
sisters with us?" (Mat. 13:55,56). 

This Jesus!? The God of Heaven!? The Messiah!" 
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All of us can relate to this kind of reaction. "Why," some 
of his neighbors must have said, "! knew him when he was just a 
boy.'"’ Or, ''T used to help him and his dad build houses. The 
Savior of the world!?” 

Who can imagine himself working alongside the God of 
heaven, building houses, hammering, sawing, lifting, trimming, 
sweating, and perhaps sitting down for a "brown-bag" lunch. It 
just won't register! We simply cannot identify with it. 

But being this far removed from the event we are spared 
from having to reconcile such a personal and intimate relation- 
ship with the Messiah. We just accept it and dismiss the difficulty 
of how to associate Divine Spirit with human flesh. Jesus showed 
his awareness of the problem when he said, ''A prophet is not 
without honor except in his own country and in his own house." 
But we betieve — ''Lord help us in our unbelief."' We believe be- 
cause we have no other choice "...to whom shall we go, you have 
the words of eternal life?" - said the apostle Peter. No one else has 
ever made us such an offer. We gladly accept. 

But why "flesh and blood"? Why did the Son of God 
have to become like us? And in what sense is he the Son of God? 
I doubt that anyone will claim to have all the answers to these 
questions. certainly not I, but consider this. You are free to dis- 
agree with my conclusions. 


JESUS, THE GOD-MAN 

You will surely have noticed those many places in scrip- 
ture where Jesus referred to himself as ''the Son of man", and 
may have wondered why he didn't say ''Son of God." You may 
have also noticed that the disciples/apostles spoke of him as the 
"Son of God.'' Why these different terins? 

From the Divine standpoint, Jesus was like man and 
therefore he was the Son of Man. But from the human stand- 
point he was like God and therefore the Son of God (you may 
have to pause and meditate on this a while longer). In other 
words, heaven sees Jesus as the Son of Man, and we see him as 
the Son of God. Jesus was God-Man. So both terms are correct. 
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Jesus wasn't being modest in using the phrase “son of man". It 
was a proper term. 

When scripture speaks of Jesus as "Son" (either of man 
or God) there is much more meaning here than just that he was 
merely the "offspring" of parents. Biologically he was not the son 
of man, except as Mary may be included in the term ''mankind." 
From the Divine side he was not the son of God in the "begotten" 
sense because he was just as eferral as God Himself. Had he been 
divinely "begotten" he could not have been as old as God. His 
'begottenness" had to have reference to his fleshly birth. As the 
second person in the Godhead, he could not have been born as 
the second person. He always was. So in what sense is the word 
"son" used? Let's approach it from this angle. 

Consider the exclamation we sometimes hear, " He's really 
the son of his father!" (meaning he’s a ''chip off the old block"’). 
It seems like an unnecessary observation, doesn't it? Of course 
he's the son of his father! But there's more here than just that the 
son is the offspring of his father. The meaning is that the son has 
mannerisms, looks, thoughts, speech, and a personality so much 
like the father that the two could be thought of as one (in the 
sense of liikeness). 

This same manner of speech is employed when referring 
to renowned or historical persons by their deed: such as Alex- 
ander ''The Great,"" Richard the "Lionhearted. In scripture, 
Jesus said of certain Pharisees, "You are of your ither, the Dev- 
il." They were not literally the "sous of Satan."" fhey just acted 
like him! In Mark 3:17, Jesus said that James and John were 
"sons of thunder." They were not so literally, but must have had 
manners or character that reminded one of thunder. They un- 
doubtedly came on pretty strong! 

Is not Jesus the Son of God in the same sense? Can it not 
be said that "he is the Son of his Father" because of his likeness to 
the Father of heaven? Did he not bear the express image of the 
Father in himself while on earth? "You who have seen me have 
seen the Father", he said to his disciples. And was he not called 
the "Son of Man" because as God he was "like'' man, and as 
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man he was "like" God? He was the ''son of man" because he 
bore all the characteristics of man. He was the son of God be 
cause he bore all the characteristics of God. And are we not 
"sons of God" in the same sense, if it be so that we have been 
“transformed to the likeness of Christ’’ (Rom. 12:2). In no other 
way can we the sons of God except to be like God; and in no oth- 
er way can we be like God except as we have the Holy Spirit 
dwelling within us. It is He who makes our "Abba, Father" a le- 
gitimate outcry, for ''there is "one body and one Spirit..." "Let 
this mind be in you also..." "put on the mind of Christ..." "'... if 
the Spirit of Christ really dwells in you..." "those who are led by 
the Spirit are the sons of God." - (continued in next issue) 


_ THE LAST PART OF THE 
PHARISEE’S PRAYER 





By John Eoff 


Whom among us has not looked down his nose in scorn at 
the Pharisee we read about in Matthew 18:9-14? This religious 
man exalted himself because of his own goodness while ridiculing 
the humble tax collector in his presence in the temple as recorded 
in the New International Version. To some who were confident of 
their own righteousness and looked down on everybody else, Je- 
sus told this parable. ''7ivo men went up to the temple to pray, one 
a Pharisee and the other a tax collector. The Pharisee stood up and 
prayed about himself, ‘God, [ thank you that I am not like other 
men — robbers, evildoers, adulterers — or even Like this tax collector. 
I fast twice a week and give a tenth of all I get’. 

I offer a hearty congratulations to this Pharisee. I know a 
lot of good men but J} don't know any who could make all the 
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listed claims of this religious man; however. through my experi- 
ences with some of my more righteous brothers 1 can practically 
hear him continue his prayer this: ''O Lord I know I can not 
boast because of my good behavior because you deserve all the 
credit. You have given me your law to follow and actually you 
have given me the power to become so righteous! It is not of my 
own Self but by You, who lives in me because I allow you to rwe 
my life, that I am so good!"' 

Am I the only one who is affected so adversely by my 
brothers who demand good works as evidence of faith in Jesus? 
These brothers are quick to give Jesus credit for their good works 
— what else can they do in light of the scriptures which forbid all 
individually achieved claims to the righteousness that is not of 
works but comes from God through faith? Their plea is that they 
can not boast of their righteous life because "It is no longer me, 
but Christ living in me" that makes them so good. All they have 
done is allowed Jesus to come into their lives and take over, elimi- 
nating or at least greatly reducing the amount of sin that would 
otherwise be exemplified in their lives. They seem to think that 
they are living righteously enough ‘6 qualify for “fe or at least 
coming close enough to it that the grace of God can make up for 
the slight deficit, this being de facto "cheap grace” — grace only 
suificient enough to make up for small mistakes of a hard work- 
ing but, not quiet able to succeed, poor mortal. This type of 
boasting while at the same time denying any such self promoting 
attitude just completely turns me oft. These people obviously 
think more highly of their Godliness than I can. Am I just overly 
critical of them? 

If we must demand a demonstration of faith in an indi- 
vidual before we acknowledge his faith let us look for a demon- 
stration that proves faith rather than a demonstration that proves 
some other characteristic such as good character, love, etc. God 
did not demand a demonstration of faith from Abraham when he 
imputed righteousness to him because of bis belief. He knows 
when one believes. Some will point to James' reference to Abra- 
ham and say that he proved his faith when he offered Isaac and 
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who can deny this — what nearly unbelievable exemplification of 
faith was demonstrated at that time? However, Paul points out 
that Abraham was justified by his faith while still in an uncircum- 
cised state which predates the incident referred to by James by 
many years. At least this deed by Abraham was an exemplifica- 
tion of faith, not some other good characteristic such as love or 
personal righteousness. Abraham's action showed faith in what 
God had said. He was to be the father of many nations and his 
genealogy would flow through Isaac. Isaac had no children at 
this time so it was apparent to Abraham, because he completely 
believed what God had told him, that if Isaac were to even be put 
to death that God could and would raise him from the dead be- 
cause otherwise His promise ceuld not be kept. Abraham did not 
exemplify his faith through good deeds but through murder of an 
innocent boy. Those looking for good works as a sign of faith are 
looking for the wrong thing. Good character (love) is exemplified 
by good works. Faith is exemplified by one’s putting his fortunes 
into the hands of the one he trusts. 

Why is it so hard for us religious folks to admit that the 
righteousness that is from God is through faith and is to ALL who 
believe. Why must we insist on "'signs’’ before acknowledging a 
brother who has confessed his faith? Is it not enough to let the 
Spirit mold, at his own pace, the life it has produced but is held 
captive in the carnal body of the first man (exemplified as Adam). 
It is the new man (exemplified as Christ) whom God considers 
and He has already proclaimed him righteous ~— worthy of /ife! 
And this in spite of his works, not because of them. 

A misunderstanding of the new man (spiritual man exem- 
plified as Christ) is perhaps the basis for failure to understand our 
standing before God. The old man, fleshly man (Adam), is the 
man you and { and every thing else in nature deals with. This ts 
the man we see and feel, hear and sometimes smell. He is flesh, 
conceived by flesh, and remains flesh until he decomposes after 
death. This is the man whose works we see and this is the man in 
whom we de all our works. Adam never changes. He ts always 
fleshly and subject to all the lusts and sins of the flesh. The new 
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man is spiritual, not flesh. Refer to Jesus’ discussion with Nicode- 
mus recorded in John 3. The spiritual is conceived by the Spirit 
and is not begat by the will of man or the desire of the flesh. This 
is the second man, represented by Jesus in our standing with 
God. This spiritual man is not of flesh and so is not capable of 
performing acts or deeds. His nature is at war with the fleshly 
man and he CAN NOT sin because he is born of God and God's 
seed lives in him (see I John 3). This is the man who has im- 
mortality and this is the man who represents us (fleshly man) be- 
fore God is declared righteous. Our sins are not imputed to us 
because God no longer deals with our Adam (fleshly man), but 
now deals with our Christ (spiritual man), because we consider 
ourselves to have been put to death with Jesus on the cross and 
raised with him to eternal life. God found our fleshly (Adamic) 
man guilty and dealt with him on the cross. He has proclaimed 
our spiritual man (Christ) righteous and it is through this spiritu- 
al man we now stand exalted before God 

Should we thus discourage bad behavior in ourselves and 
in our brothers “so grace can be multiplied?" How ridiculous! 
But it is just as ridiculous to exalt our own righteousness as evi- 
dence of God's imputed righteousness while looking down on and 
even denying kinship to brothers who don't fast twice a week and 
give a tenth of all they earn or even go to "church" one two or 
even three times a week or walk perfectly in this world (at least 
more perfectly than tax collectors). 

$7 op wll os Texas 78028 


BEYOND SECOND- HAND FAITH 
THE WHITE DEATH 


By Roy Key Part 3 
In the early 14th century epidemics of the Black Death 


(bubonic plague) reduced the population of Northern Europe by 
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a third and England by a half. As a result the decimated marks 
of friars and monks were filled with recruits falling far below ear- 
lier standards. Today's counterpart might well be calfed “the 
White Death."' Respectable, nominal, run-of-the-mill Christian- 
ity. It has led prophetic spirits such as Elton Trueblood to point 
to the Church as today's greatest mission field. 

Lioyd George, Prime Minister of Great Britain, was a 
member of a little Church of Christ in North Wales. As he and a 
friend drove through the countryside near his home, he volun- 
teered, “The church | belong to ts torn by a fierce dispute. One 
section says that baptism ts in the name of the Father, and the 
other that it is zo the name of the Father. I belong to one of 
these parties. I feel most strongly about it. I would die for it in 
fact — but I forgot which it is."' 

Indeed! And why not? For what can a dry-bones reii- 
gion masquerading for Christian faith do fora single soul ... much 
less the world? "Nothing!" we are tempted to spit out contemp- 
tuously, and we're dead wrong about that. It can do a great deal, 
and there lies the danger. As E. Stanley Jones insisted, it can tn- 
oculate us against the real thing, A slight case of Christianity and 
can prove fatal, so immunizing us against Christ that He is no 
longer contagious and we are doomed. 

There is not only something thrilling taking place among 
Christians today, but something deadly. Conventional Christian- 
ity offers us a fortress in which to escape the blazing demands of a 
living God. Karl Barth ts right, ''The church is not only the place 
where one meets God: it ts often the place where one makes his 
last stand against God.'' Where "good" people fancy they are 
quite safe. With a faith that far from shattering self-centeredness, 
rather confirms them in it. 

We need eyes open to the competing brands of 'Christia- 
nity"’ in today's marketplace. One ts the bargain-counter kind at- 
tractively displayed in ecclesiastical supermarts — costing little, 
centering in the peace and prosperity of self. The other cracks 
through the self so that we come face-to-face with God and are 


led beyond the safety of our prison into the dangerous venture of 
caring and sharing, 

The increasing tempo of newcomers "shopping around 
for a church we like” expresses the ''consumerism"” rampant and 
the cleavage between religious fellowships, The issue might as 
well be crystal clear: the "Culture Religion,” which sociologists 
call ''Folk Religion,’ and many simply call ''the American Way 
of Life," is just not Christianity The difference is lightly indi- 
cated by the salesgirl in the dime store when asked if she had 
compasses. "We have the kind you make circles with, but not the 
kind you go places with.” Only as we push beyond conventional, 
lukewarm, nauseating Christianity’ do we come upon "the kind 
you go places with." Only then can we speak to others of what 
we have seen and heard. 

What then would it be for Jesus Christ suddenly to con- 
front us behind the facade of our second-hand dogma? If we 
with our borrowed faith were met by His blazing reality? St. 
John Adcock in The Divine Tragedy puts tt like this: 

When a blithe infant, lapt in careless joy 

Sports with a woolen lion — if the toy 

Should come to hie, the child so direly crost, 

Faced with this actuality were lost... 

Leave us our toys, then; happier we shall stay 

While they remain but toys, and we can play 

With them and do with them as suits us best; 

Reality would add to our unrest... 

We want no living Christ, whose truth intense 

Pretends to no belief in our pretense 

And, flashing on all folly and deceit, 

Would blast our world to ashes at our feet... 

We do but ask to see 

No more of Him below than is displaycd 

In the dead plaything our own hands have made 

To lull our fears and comfort us in joss 

The Wooden Christ upon a wooden Cross! 


The stabbing description of our second-hand faith: "The 
Wooden Christ upon a wooden Cross!" Do we whine that the 
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world is unimpressed by our faith? Are we alarmed at the spread 
ofa militant atheism? Shocked and saddened at the desertion of 
our faith by our children? We'd better recognize that often these 
are desperate attempts to escape the strangulation of a dead 
creed. For, if God does not matter infmitely, He does not matter 
at all. 

Martin Luther once exploded, "No one is closer to God 
than those who hate and despise Him!" At least they take Him 
seriously, while all around |.aither saw professed believers talang 
Him for granted. So did Nietzche, and consequently concluded, 
"God is dead!" God has received the kiss of Death. Rot wearing 
the mask of respectable religion. The White Death. 

But "Death" is not the last word. People change. Preju- 
dice is rooted out. Hate goes out. Love comes in. The dead are 
raised. A nameless woman, an outcast, drinks of the living water 
2000 years ago, and today we sing expectantly, "Fill my cup; 
Lord.” Next time we'll lift up more of what it is to move beyond a 
borrowed creed. 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


"MARK THEM WHICH 
CAUSE DIVISION" 





By Datlas Burdette, BA, MS, MDr. Part 3 


If one accepts unity in diversity as a part of the teaching 
of Paul in. the Roman letter, then, this opens the door to a wider 
fellowship than is generally allowed within the churches of Christ. 
This wider fellowship tncludes others that are not members of the 
denominational Church of Christ. One reason that Stone, Camp- 
bell, Ketcherside, and Garrett responds to a broader fellowship 
than just those within their own circle is that they all have a 
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clearer understanding of the ekklesia of God. It is a fact that one's 
attitude or understanding of the word "church" contributes to- 
ward one's perception of "unity in diversity."" Thus, as a result of 
Garrett's consciousness of the meaning of "church," he seeks to 
bring about a clearer appreciation of fellowship upon principles 
of unity as set forth in the Word of God. Through his writings, he 
aspires to reestablish a true sensitivity to a more correct definition 
of the word "church" in light of Scripture, as he makes clear: 

We use ''church"’ because it is so commonly employed, 

and it is likely to remain with us. What is important ts 

that we give the term no institutional meaning. The 

church of the New covenant scriptures is nothing more 

than the body of Christ, consisting of all those who are "in 

Christ,'' irrespective of the claims of sects and denomina- 

tions.... It is noteworthy that every reformation ¢ffort 

has sought to restore the integrity of the nature of the 

church, Luther challenged the hierarchy's claim to be the 

authontatrve church, insisting that the church ts the people 

of God an@ not simply the clergy. Thus restoring the con- 

cept of the priesthood of all believers. Thus emerged ''the 

reformed traditton'' which has seen the church as the fel- 

lowship of all believers.'" 

To both Ketcherside and Garrett, the people of God are 
much larger than the denominational Church of Christ. Long 
before Garrett came to a proper understanding of the church, 
there were many others who wrote about the true nature of the 
church. Jt is in this vein that Barton Stone also writes: 'We will, 
that this body die, be dissolved, and sink into umion with the 
Body of Christ at large, for there is but one Body, and one Spirit, 
even as we are called in one hope of our calling.’ Stone considers 
the various denominations in his day as a part of the ''body of 


Leroy Garrett, “Introduction, " in Restoration Review: The 
Church of Christ Yesterday and Teday 15, no. 1 (January, 1973): 2,3. 

Thomas Campbell and Barton W. Stone, Declaration and 
Address [18@9| and Last Will and Testament of the Springfield 
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Christ at large." Alexander Campbell also attempts to restore the 
biblical concept of church: 

But we have yet a broader, a stronger, and, perhaps, a 

still more strikang and convincing view of the duty of all 

the individual churches in a province, a state, or a king- 

dom, to co-operate as one church, in all matters of public 

interest and property to the whole Kingdom of Jesus 

Christ in a nation, in an empire, or in the world. This is 

clearly ascertained from one most palpable and most in- 

teresting fact. This fact is, that the word church, in the 

singular number, is, by sacred and apostolic usage, often 

made to represent all the churches in a nation, an empire, 

or in the world. It is a term used as commensurate with 

the whole body of Christ, or the entire community of all 

the faithful on earth. Hence, there is but one kingdom of 

Christ. one body of Christ, or one church of Christ on 

earth. The word church, by reference to its occurrences 

i the New Testament, indicates the whole Cluwistan com- 

munity on earth.” 
Leroy points out, with justice, that "Itis as a family that we must 
come to see the church. It ts not an institution or organization, 
but a family community of brothers and sisters.’ Every Christian 
must seek to maintain the "unity of the Spirit" because there ts 
one body. Within the body of Christ there will always be difter- 
ences of opinions concerning doctrinal matters. Paul! writes to the 
Ephesians to put forth every effort to keep the Spirit's unity: 

As a prisoner for the Lord, then, 1 urge you to live a life 

worthy of the calling you have received. 2 Be completely 

humble and gentle; be patient, beamng with one another in 

love. 3 Make every effort to keep the unity of the Spirit 

through the bond of peace. 4 There is one body and one 

Spirit— just as you were called to one hope when you 

were called— 5 one Lord, one faith, one baptism; 6 one 


Alexander Campbell, "Church Organization--No. IV," in 
Millennial Harbinger, fourth scries, 3, no. 6 (June, 1853): 303. 
Leroy Garrett, “The Catholicity of the Church,” in 
Restoration Review: The Church of Christ Yesterday and Today 15, no. 3 
{March, 1973): 48. 
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God and Father of all, who is over all and through all and 
in all. ° 


"Bearing with one another in love" and ‘Make every effort to 
keep the unity of the Spirit through the bond of peace” indicate 
that differences exist within the body of Christ. Paul also devel- 
ops this thought in Romans. Since there is only "one body," 
then, it is imperative that Christians seek to support "unity in 
spite of diversity."' Diversity allows for defective understanding. 
One is not in fellowship with defective understanding, but with 
individuals. For one to be in fellowship with another Christian 
does not indicate total endorsement of the other person's belief, 
but rather acceptance of the other person in spite of differences. 
Christians are one because they have the same Father, not be- 
cause they understand every Scripture exactly alike. Carl and 
Leroy capture this principle in their writings with equal clarity. 


FELLOWSHIP AND PERFECT UNDERSTANDING 

To some it appears that before fellowship commences, 
one's understanding of God's Revelation must be perfect, at least 
in what they consider essentials. A proper understanding of this 
subject should help all Christians to arrive at a clear understand- 
ing of Romans 16:17. Before one embarks upon the context of 
Romans 16:17, it is necessary to reflect upon the distinction be- 
tween Revelation and interpretation. Is there a distinction be- 
tween your interpretation of Scripture and Scripture itself? Do 
you distinguish between Revelation, which is what God reveals 
through the written Word, and interpretation, which ts what you 
think God means by what He says? Are the two synonymous? 
Do you equate your interpretation of Revelation as Revelation? 
Is one's relationship with God dependent upon absolute perfec- 
tion in knowledge? Or is one's relationship with God conditional 
upon one's acceptance of Jesus Christ as Lord in one's life? Is 


Ephesians 4:1-6, in The Nesy International Version, 
(Grand Rapids, M1: Zondervan Publishing House) 1984. 
1d 


justification by faith, or is it through perfect understanding of 
God's Revelation? Should one make a test of fellowship out of 
Spiritual digestion? Is there a difference between gospel and doc- 
trine, and faith and knowledge? Is it the gospel that brings us 
into being? Is doctrine for our growth and well being? Can 
Christians think alike on every subject? Can any two individuals 
upon earth attain to an identical degree of knowledge about ev- 
erything at the same time? Answers to the above questions 
should assist one in arriving at a better understanding of Romans 
16:17 without being so dogmatic and factious. 


One should read with discrimination so as to pick the 
most theologically sound thinkers if one wishes to emulate them in 
their quest for Christian unity, It appears, so it seems, that both 
Ketcherside and (Garrett fall into this category of sound thinkers. 
An illustration of keen insight concerning many of the above 
questions is from the pen of Ketcherside. He is perfectly right 
when he insist that: 


Those who were in Christ in the days of the apostles were 
in error on many points. They were mistaken about a lot 
of things but they were not charged with ''preaching 
another gospel."* Freedom from error is not a condition 
of salvation else all men would be damned. We are not 
saved by attainment to a certain degree of knowledge but 
by faith in Christ Jesus. It is by belief of facts related to 
him, and not by grasp of abstract truth, that we are justi- 
fied before God. Certainly it is not by performance of 
meritorious deeds nor by legahstic conformity. When we 
postulate a program of justification by knowledge we 
hang ourselves on the gallows we have constructed to rid 
ourselves of others, unless we are prepared to make our- 
selves even more ridiculous by affirming that we know as 
much as God.° 


: Carl Ketcherside, “Another Gospel," in Mission Messenger 27, 


no. ] (January 1965): 6-7. 
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In this quotation, Ketcherside captures the very essence of 
the heart of the Roman letter. Romans 16:17 is the culmination 
of the previous fifteen chapters. One must not interpret Romans 
16:17 in isolation. Ketcherside, in harmony with the Holy Spirit, 
concludes that it is not our level of knowledge that determines our 
fellowship with God, but faith in Jesus. To state more clearly, 
one's justification is not purchased or deserved; it is a gift. Since 
it is a gift, Christians are to put forth every effort to keep the unity 
created by the Holy Sprit. 

P.O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 


THE DISTINCTION OF THE NEW 
COVENANT FROM THE OLD 





By Harold Key PART I 


ENSIGN is dedicated to declaring the gospel. Its reader- 
ship is primarily folk who are already religious, Bible-believing 
people. Even though many of them are godly and most sincere, 
some are not fully at peace and joyful in their relation with God 
and fellow Christians. 


It is to those I want to address this study. It will necessari- 
ly require more than a single article. But since each article will be 
connected and a continuation, I ask you to please save and reread 
the previous one if you want to understand real peace and joy in 
your life as a fully accepted and beloved child of God. 


My assignment is to tell how the New Covenant is distinct 


from the Old Covenant. My text for this is the divine promise in 
Jeremaih 31:32 and the divine declaration of fulfillment in 
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Hebrews 8:9. Between the promise and its fulfillment lay a gap of 
seven centuries. 


Let's listen again to the promise in its full form. Reading 
from Jeremiah 31:31-34 (NIV) 


The time is coming, declares the Lord, when I will 
make a new covenant with the house of Israel and 
with the house of Judah. It will not be like the cove- 
nant [ made with thar forefathers when I took them 
by the hand to lead them out of Egypt because they 
broke my covenant, though I was a husband to them, 
declares the Lord. This is the covenant [ will make 
with the house of Israel after that ime, declares the 
Lord. [will put my law in their munds and write it on 
thar hearts. I will be their God, and they will be my 
peeple. No longer will a man teach his neighbor, or 
a man his brother, saying "know the Lord,” because 
they will all know me, from the least of them to the 
greatest, declares the Lord. For I will forgive thar 
wickedness and will remember their sins no more. 


Seven hundred years !ater the writer of Hebrews, in chap- 
ter 8:7-12, stresses the distinction of the New Covenant saying, "if 
there had been nothing wrong with that first covenant, no place 
would have been sought for another. But God found fault with 
the people and said..." (And here the writer quotes the promise 
from Jeremiah word for word.) Then he adds the observation, 
"By calling this covenant 'new,' he has made the first one obso- 
lete; and what is obsolete and aging will soon disappear." 


To readers saturated with the Hebrew mind-set and the 
centuries-long practice of Old Covenant rituals, the writer of He- 
brews declares the New Covenant is ''better'’ than (and therefore 
distinctive from) the Old Covenant. He says it is better in many 
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ways. But primarily, it is better because of the fundamental prin- 
ciple upon which it is based. 

{ want to pause here long enough for you to grasp that 
point! The references to angels, priests, blood and sacrifices are 
all for one purpose. And that is, to show that the principle upon 
which the New Covenant is based in better. 

The basis is better because the Old was inadequate. The 
Old could bring a person to a consciousness of guilt before a God 
behind a veil. But the New brings us right into God's unveiled 
presence with absolute confidence. That ts because the basis of 
the Old Covenant was God's law, while the basis of the New 
Covenant is God's Son. 

The need of mankind here at the close of the twentieth 
century is the same as it was back in the beginning of the first 
century. And that need is an unshakable basis upon which we 
have certainty of access to, and a favorable relationship with, the 
Lord God Almighty Himself. 

We need to clarify one thing as we show the distinction of 
the New Covenant. The Old Covenant was not faulty because the 
commands were bad. It was faulty because the people were 
faulty. God's law engraved by His own finger on tablets of stone 
was not and still is not bad, but people's hearts were faulty and 
they still are faulty. God's holiness, and His command for us to 
be holy, require a power that is above human ability. 

Now that point is critical, so please get it. The Old Cove- 
nant which was made at Sinai consisted tn this: God said to the 
people, ''Here is my law. Keep it and you will live.” That, in es- 
sence, is the Old Covenant. Everything else about the covenant is 
secondary because it is based upon this fundamental and founda- 
tional principle of law-keeping. 

Now if we are to see the distinction between the Old and 
the New Covenants, it is essential that we grasp the pnnciple 
upon which ts based. Unless we see the basic difference in the 
foundations of the two covenants, we will wind up with a very 
shallow concept of the New Covenant. We will see only relatively 
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minor differences between the two. And that, will surely lead us 
to miss the glory of the New Covenant. 

So let us get this fundamental fact: the @ld Covenant was 
based on the principle of law-keeping. The particular law was the 
Mosaic law. But the principle itself was the keeping of God's 
commands. And any covenant since then which ts based upon 
the principle of keeping God's commands is not really a new 
covenant at all, regardless of what it may be called. Only if the 
principle upon which it is based is really different, may it truly be 
called a “new'' covenant. And only if the principle is different 
and really better can it properly be called The New Covenant 
which God had promised. 

(Please save this introductory article for quick refreshing 
before you read the next one. Thank you.) 

4026 Coapites Street, Padadena, Texas 77504 


ae iene! 


Editor's Note: If you are one of our writers who uses a computer, 
and if you prefer to send your articles on floppy disk, you are free 
to do so. We can handle just about any program. And besides, 
then we can blame all the mispelled words on you!! Regardless, 
"keep them articles coming, folks." We love you. 


The Ensign is now on the Internet, thanks to Bob Lewis of De- Fumak 
Springs, Fiorida. I do not have the means to access it myself, be- lieve it or not, 
but you can if you're set up for it by using the code: 
<http://www.freedomsring.org> and then calling up Ensign. You can see that 1 
haven't even leasned the proper computer tanguage yet. We have already 
heard from such far away places as Helsinki, findland, Puerto Rico, and also 
the states. One brother writes: ''I have been reading the ENSIGN on-line via 
a link to Cecil Hook's FREEDOMS RING Web-site. The articles contained 
therein are always uplifting, scholarly and en-lightening. The work embodied by 
this publication is a true blessing and I am sure the Lord will continue to bless 
you and the various authors as you pursue this effort." - That's encouraging. 
Happy New Year! [Current Link: http://www.ensignfair.org (updated July 26, 2021)] 
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THE OFFICE OF MEDIATOR 
| *.. BUT GOD IS ONE." 





By R. L. Kilpatrick 


It would be helpful for the reader to go back 
and reread the last tssue. 


Why was it necessary for God to endure the humiliation 
of becoming flesh, being "made alittle lower than the angels"? 

desus the Logos of heaven was sent to earth on a mission 
oi mercy. He came to affect a reconcillation between God and 
man. He came to be our mediator. 

Now, a mediator is not a mediator of one, but God is 
one (Gal. 3:20). 

Barclay says that this verse of scripture is one of the most 
difficult pasages ever penned by Paul, that there were over three 
hundred interpretations gtven to it. On the face of it, then, it 
would seem presumptuous for us to think that we might grasp the 
meaning of it. However, if we know of something of Paul's man- 
ner of argument, his mind-set, and if we keep the subject in con- 
text, there seems to be no real reason why we can't learn what be 
had in mind. 

The first part of the passage seems simple enough, ''a me- 
diator is not a mediator of one.'' Naturally before one can medi- 
ate there has to he two parties -- there can't be a dispute without 
two parties. The difficult part is, "but God is one.’ What possible 
connection is there between these two clauses? 
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Paul's aim in this par‘ of Galatians 3 is to show the supert- 
ority of faith over law. The setting is the covenant given at Mount 
Sinai, mediated by Moses and the promise to Abraham (Gen. 12). 

At Sinai the party of the first part was God and the se- 
cond party was Israel. Moses was God's "go-between", chosen to 
arrange the terms of the agreement. There were conditions to be 
met by both parties, and the first violation on the part of either 
rendered the covenant null and void. God said: 

"Tf you will obey my voice indeed, and keep my cove- 

nant, then you Shall be a peculiar people: for all the 
earth is mine. And you shail be to me a kingdom of 
priests, and a koly nation..." (Ex. 19:5,6). 

God also specified what would happen to Israel if she 
broke the covenant. [t is well known how that Isreal broke the 
covenant even before Moses descended the mountain with the 
law. It proved once again that man ts not a covenant-keeper. It ts 
not in his fallen nature to do so. He has broken every agreement 
that he has ever made. God has no problem holding up his end of 
the bargain but man cannot, due to the weakness of the flesh (this 
is why the present {and unbreakable} covenant had to be made 
with Jesus. Hold these things in mind while we approach the 
matter from another angle. 

Paul said that the law which came in 430 years after the 
promise to Abraham could not set aside the promise. The prom- 
ise to Abraham was unconditional. There was no way it could be 
broken. God had sworn, and God cannot lie. The blessings 
promised were sure to come because there was no party of the se- 
cond part to Set it astde because of human weakness! The covenant 
at Sinai was weak in that it depended upon human perfection 
which was impossible. The promise to Abraham - that all families 
of the earth would be blessed - was as sure as God Himself be- 
cause there was only ONE PARTY of the first part - God! A 
covenant requires a mediator because there are two parties in- 
volved, but a promise does not require a mediator because there 
are no conditions to be met. It should now be clear what Paul 
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meant when he said, ''Now, a mediator is not a mediator of one 
‘but God is one."" The promise in Genesis 12 rquired ONE 
PARTY. The covenant at Sinai required TWO PARTIES. The 
promise to Abraham was far greater than the covenant made at 
Sinai which had "conditions" which Israel could not fulfill. But 
the promise (Gen. 12:1-3) was not based on conditions that could 
be broken. Where there are sworn promises there are no condi- 
tions. Jesus is the promised Offspring of God, typified in the per- 
son of Isaac, the promised son. I will let the reader consider the 
implications of this truth, which are too many for us to consider 
in this short essay. 

Paul's whole point here is to show the Jews, who advo- 
cated law-keeping, that the covenant made at Sinai depended 
upon the strength of man while the promise to Abraham rested 
upon the strength of God, and that the new covenant is the fulfil- 
iment of that promise made to Abraham. This means that 

JESUS IS ONE! 

But the lesson is not over. What we must understand is 
that the New Covenant is not a covenant made between God and 
man, with laws and conditions that could be broken. It was a 
covenant between God and man's Representative, Jesus Christ. 
Jesus alone is able to keep the covenant. As Shedd points out, the 
New Covenant is made with man, but only in the sense that we 
are one with Christ. 

The distinction is only a secondary or subdistinction. For 
when, as in Isa, 43:16, the elect are spoken of as the party 
with whom God the Father made a covenant, they are 
viewed as in Christ and one withhim. The covenant is not 
made with them as alone and apart from Christ. This is 
taught in Gal. 3:16, ''To Abraham and his seed were the 
promises made;"' but this seed "is Chrsit'’, The elect are 
here (as also in 1 Cor. 12:12) called "Christ", because of 
the union between Christ and the elect. And in like man- 
ner, when Christ, as m Isa. 42:1-6, is spoken of as the 
party with whom the Father covenants, the elect are to be 
viewed as in him. As united and one with him, his atoning 
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suffering is lookesl upon as their atoning suffering, Gal. 

2:20, "1 am crucified with Christ;"" 

As we have often pointed out, Christ has become the ful 
fillment of all things that God has required of man. There is no 
other way to salvation. (Continued next issue) 
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| THE BATTLE: 
_ GOSPEL OR LEGALISM 






By Arnold Hardin 


The battle for the souls of men occurred at Calvary. “It is 
finished" was heaven's victory shout. FINISHED! Sounds too 
much like "grace alone"? Saul acted out his hatred for God's fin- 
ished work on the cross. God got a hold of Saul opening his mind 
and heart to the all sufficiency of the cross, the blood of Chnist. 
The focus of his life became the cross as he had left a works- 
righteousness religion for the one offered by Jesus. Remember, 
this battle has to do with God's eternal plan of how sinners con- 
demned and imprisoned under law can be justified (made legally 
right before God's bar of justice). Sinners must rely upon the fin- 
ished, completed work of Christ. Thus Paul's flashing sword is 
seen in morial combat as he, by the Holy Spirit, penned Galatians 
and Roman. Otherwise, "the gospel of God's grace would not 
have survived. 

The same battle continues today. Speaker after speaker 
(Denton, Texas) cenied the all sufficiency of the cross while even 
denying the fact of doing so. Those who believe that sinners arc 


—————— as eee 


William G. T. Shedd, DogmaticTheology, Voit. 11, (Thomas 
Nelson Publishers, 1980), pp. 360-1 
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saved by grace were condemned as "Liberals". And since God's 
grace can only be accepted by faith (salvation being a free gift, 
Rom. 6:23) and not by works of law, we are said to believe that 
sinners are not under any law system, thus having eradicated sin, 
the transgression of God's law. Therefore the battle is jcined! 
They believe that the gospel (good news of the cross), must be 
supplemented with the sinners obedience to law. 

"The way of faith believes that God can justify, and the 
way of the law places justification on man's performance. The 
real difference between the two choices is either trust in the fin- 
ished work of Christ or trust in self." 


In politics: "The economy, stupid"! 
In religion: "The cross, stupid"! 


Paul declared the Galatians to be intellectually stupid, as 
they sought to supplement God's finished work with their own 
religious rituals and meritorious law keeping. The Firm Founda- 
fion, Sept. '96, contains an editorial entitled: "DOES GRACE 
GUARANTEE FINAL SALVATION?" You answer that. How 
did you do in light of the cross? The editor began by condemning 
this statement - ''We do not contribute one whit tv our salva- 
tion". True or False. Again in light of the cross. 

The editor wrote: "Liberals will not (cannot) answer 
questions, neither will they enter into honest dialogue in pursuit 
of truth; they will gather in a situation they control to ridicule 
those who oppose them and who expose their assault upon the 
authority of the Bible and their public rape of truth." Shades of 
inconsistency! He put forth several questions which he believes 
"liberals'' cannot answer. 1 wrote asking permission to answer 
them. He refused, stating that I have neither the ability nor 
stature for such an undertaking, Granted I have little of either” 
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Arnold Hardin edited a paper called THE PERSUADER for 
many years in which he dealt primarily with the above subject. I 
consider him to be eminently qualified to deal with the issue of 
salvation by grace. I mentioned this to a preacher friend and he said 
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but Paul had an abundance of both and it would be his answers 
that [ would use in such a review. And make no mistake, these 
legalists tavow that very thing! 

QUESTION: (Dobbs): "Are we under a law for righ- 
teousness?"' He actually sought to prove that the New Testament 
isa “legal system". Paul must be turning over in his grave. Peter 
did not teach a denial of the eternal efficacy of the cross, he being 
only (bad enough) a hypocrite. These legalists actually deny the 
all sulliciency/efficacy of the cross. Paul would give them a tongue 
lashing! 

Dobbs perverted as usual Psalms 119:172 and stated, 
"God's word includes commands. Righteousness is the result of 
obeying those commands." Righteousness? Being right before 
God. How accomplished? By God's provision at the cross; by a 
legal system; or a combination of man's obedience to a law systein 
and God's grace? Anything other than by grace is a flat denial of 
the cross. Paul’s answer: "Saved by grace through faith, that not 
of yourselves; not of works, lest any man should boast'' (Eph. 
2:8-11). Paul said "You are not justifted (declared righteous) by 
observing the law, but by faith in Jesus Christ" (Gal. 2:11-20):. 
The editor should observe verse twenty two. '] do not make void 
the grace of God; for if nghteousness is through the law, then 
Christ died for nothing."" Oh but that means only the law of 
Moses! Not the law of Christ. Paul speaks again, "For if there 
had been a law given which could make alive, venly righteousness 
would have been of the law" (Gal. 3:20). Grace nullified law and 
faith nulhfied works of law" (Gal. 3:27-31). 

The Galatians were being taught to degrade Christ to the 
status of lawgiver. Dying on a cross ts no qualification of a law- 
giver. The curse of Galatians 3:20 inheres in all legal systems. 
Law demands perfect obedieuce. Who ts so arrogant to claim 
such? Legalism is illegal in that it places upon you the responsi- 
bility of trying to save yourselves by legal works of law. No 








it's the cditor of the Firm Foundation who is not qualified to deal witht 
the subject. Such spiritual arrogance we have seldom witnessed. -Ed. 
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wonder guilt is so overwhelming at times! Accept by faith God's 
pardon. Refuse to believe that salvation by God's grace as a "free 
gift'’ to man in Christ is too good to be true. It is too good not to 
be true (Rom. 6:23). 

Dobbs says in his letter to me that to teach, "that grace 
dispenses with law and faith with works is a NUTTY IDEA." 
God made a unilateral promise to Abraham concerning salvation 
through Christ. Paul, what about that matter? "for if the in- 
heritance is of the law, it is no more of promise: but God has 
granted itto Abraham by promise" (Gal. 3:18). Paul should have 
watched that "nutty idea'’ about grace and faith. Tf’! tell you 
what is a NUTTY IDEA - "He's done his part; now we do ours. 
It's a fifty-fifty proposition. A do-it-yourse!f curriculum, that ma- 
jors in our part and minors in God's part.” 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 








BEYOND SECOND-HAND FAITH 
IT'S HAPPENING 








By Koy key PART 4 


Exciting events are breaking in among us. £xsige and its 
editor, Brother Kilpatrick, witness to open windows with fresh 
winds blowing through at least some of our heretofore closed con- 
gregations, as well as closed minds. Ordinary folks who have for 
years been ordinary churchgoers run headlong into the most ex- 
traordinary experiences. I have seen it happen, and it is the most- 
heartening discovery in the world. 

Bernie was over six feet tall and weighed nearty 260 
pounds. At the urging of his wife he came to "church services" 
regularly. They sat a third of the way back on my ight as I faced 
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the congregation. Slumping noticeably, eyes closed and a scowl 
on his face. Not one of the most encouraging sights in views. 

One Sunday I preached a sermon entitled "Christ For 
Casual Christians." It was born of a comment at the door after 
another on "Christians With Scarred Hands." As a member 
walked out he interjected, ''Yhat was an aggravating sermon. 
I'm a rather casual Christian, violently apathetic.” It was Frank 
Clark, creator of the syndicated feature "The County Parson." | 
knew him to be anything but "casual" and "apathetic." But the 
comment underscored the fact that the run-of-the-mill churchgo- 
er is precisely both. It stuck in my craw, and I had to deal with tt. 

At the door this Sunday I got a series of "cold fish" hand- 
shakes and the comment, "You'll catch more flies with sugar than 
with vinegar.’ I went home pretty discouraged. 

Midweek there was a knock at the Study door. There 
stood Bernie. My heart sank. "You got to me last Sunday,” he 
blurted out. I don't know what he meant and wasn't about to 
ask. "Oh," I said, and waited. He continued, "I knew it was true 
before and didn't want to accept it. Sunday something happened 
to me, and I don't know what tt was. I've been reading my Bible, 
and I've decided to read tt through ... | want to come to Sunday 
School next Sunday, but I don’t know where to go." 

I was like Rhoda standing at the door with Peter knock- 
ing outside. A prayer meeting was going on for Peter's release 
from prison. Now he's out and Rhoda can't believe it. I pray for 
things like this to happen, and when tt does, J'm dumbfounded. 

I did tell him which class to attend and asked, "Would 
you like me to make a suggestion about where to begin your Bible 
reading?" "No," he said bluntly, "I'll start at the beginning and 
read straight through, just like any other book." "Lord, help 
him!" I thought. "He'll make it through Genesis and Exodus and 
bog down in Leviticus." I even wondered if he would show up for 
Sunday School. I see so many rocky ground hearers who "im- 
mediately” receive the word and "immediately" fall away. 
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But Bernie came. He kept coming, reading, praying, 
growing. In a few weeks I hazarded a check on him to see if he 
hadn't bogged down. ‘How's the reading coming along?" I 
tried nonchalantly to ask, ''O, fine," he responded, "I'm in the 
Psalms now." 

In a university town this man with a high school educa- 
tion ... a commitment to Jesus Christ as Lord ... and the Gift of 
God that he didn't begin to understand ... served as a small-group 
leader, teacher, deacon, elder, chairman of evangelism and 
chairman of the board. (Not all at the same time, Praise God.) 

Beyond his service within the congregation, he took on cli- 
ents from Social Services, ran a local Credit Union and at the Post 
Office impacted numbers of fellow workers, Even at the water 
fountain some gathered to ask questions. He helped secure inter- 
faith dialogue with members of the Catholic Church and began 
work with an alcoholic colleague. 

One morning he burst in asking, ''Would the church ac- 
cept 'Bob,' if he wanted to come make a confession, be baptized 
and worship with us?" I said, "I don't know. I Certainly hope 
so. I'll make a bargain with you. When or if he stumbles, will you 
go with me on Saturady night to pull him out of the bar, take him 
home, clean him up and see that he worships with us in the mor- 
ning?" Without hesitation he cried, 'Yes!"" We never had to 
make good on our covenant. 


"What happened to Bernie," a long-time elder one day 
asked. ‘I think it's called ‘conversion’,"’ I replied. He moved 
from second-hand faith to first-hand faith. from casual to com- 
mitted Christianity. He had not heard clearly Jesus' promise, 
"The water I give you will be a fountain leaping up within you." 
But, do you know what? Jesus kept His promise anyway. 

How can we be sure? We'll think about that in our final 
conversation. 


1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 
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"MARK THEM WHICH 
CAUSE DIVISION" 
ROMANS 16:17 IN CONTEXT 









By Dallas Burdette, BA, MS, MDiv. Part 4 (Final) 


Editor's Note: Listng the acaderac accomplishments after the author's 
name above is my idea, not Bro. Burdette’s. I wanted to let the readers 
know that Dallas didn't just come riding into town on a turnip wagon... 
well, he did, but he hopped off and got a job.... He is now working on his 
Doeors degree, 


Some of the Romans were basing fellowship upon a correct in- 
terpretation of all doctrinal issues. But Paul refutes this position of abso- 
lute perfechon in knowledge in Romans, chapters fourteen and Gfteen 
Believers that were not willing to put into practice Paul's admonition oi 
"Accept one another, then, just as Ctunst accepted you, in order to bring 
praise to God,''’ then, Paul says, ''take note of"' or ''keep an eye on" that 
man. Again, Paul reiterates his instructions to the Romans that he s~“s 
forth in the Ephesians letter: ‘May the God who gives endurance ar. 
encouragement give you a spirit of unity among yourselves as you follow 
Christ Jesus, so that with one heart and mouth you may glorify the God 
and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ." 

DISPUTABLE MATTERS IN ROME 

One must interpret Paul's words in the light of the whole book, 
which is the context for Romans 16:17. For example, Paul writes, ''Ac- 
cept him whose faith is weak, without passing judgment on disputable 
matters.'" It appears that some Chnistians desire to force other believers 


Romans 15: 7, in The New International Version 
4 Romans 15:5-6, Jbid. 
; Romans 14:1, did. 
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to submit to their views. According to Paul, no one should create division 
over his personal understanding of meats or vegetabies or days. In fact, 
he sets forth an irrefutable argument in defense of his position: ''Who are 
you to judge someone else's servant? To his own master he stands or falls. 
And he will stand, for the Lord is able to make him stand." Many saints 
seek to pressure other Chastians to submit to their interpretation, rather 
than encourage believers to be persuaded according to their own mind. 
"|. Each one should be fully convinced in his own mind,’ writes Paul. 
He did not write that the saint is to be convinced according to MY 
MIND, but rather, that he is to be convinced in his OWN MIND. 

For Christians who are not willing to follow this advice, then, 
Paul wrmttes, ''I urge you, brothers, to watch out for those who cause divi- 
sions and put obstacles in your way that are contrary to the teaching you 
have learned. Keep away from them." Paul's admonition is: ''We who 
are strong ought to bear with the failings of the weak and not to please 
ourselves."’? Those who quote Romans 16:17 to justify their separation 
from other believers are the very ones that Paul is dealing with in this 
startling passage. It 1s the factious person that Paul also tells Titus to dis- 
cipline: ''Warn a divisive person once, and then warn him a second time. 
After that, have nothing to do with him. You may be sure that such a 
man is warped and sinful; he is self-condemned.'"° It is difficult for 
Christians to apply the Scriptures correctly when it comes to their '’pet'’ 
theories concerning one cup versus individual commumion cups, non- 
Sunday school versus Sunday school, grape juice versus wine, bread 
pinching versus bread breaiang, acappella versus singing with instrumen- 
tal accompaniment, etc. Making allowances for weak Christans are a 
part of the "doctrine you have learned.'' 

DISPUTABLE MATTERS IN CORINTH 

In Paul's Corinthian correspondence, he faces the same issue of 
perfection in one's knowledge that he writes about in his Roman letter. 
In his first epistle to Corinth, he concedes that man's knowledge of abso- 
lute truth is relative. He writes: ‘The man who thinks he knows 
something does not yet know as he ought to know." Is this not still true 





$ Ramans 14:4, hid. 
' Romans 14:Sb, ibid. 
: Romans 16:17, /bid. 
Romans 15:1, /bud. 
e Titus 3:10-11, bid. 


32 


today? How many Christians know everything as they ought to know? 
Some of the Corinthians were correct in their understanding of idols, but 
many others were not. Yet, Paul concedes that ''We know that we all 
possess knowledge."''* In other words, Paul is saying that it is true that 
you say that we ail possess knowledge, but still every man does not know 
every thing as he ought to know. But Paul did not stop there. He goes on 
to say, ''Knowledge puffs up, but love builds up.'"’ Does God know the 
person who does not know everything as he ought to know? ‘That is to 
say, does God know the individual whose knowledge of absolute truth is 
deficient. How does Paul respond? He pens: '’But the man who loves 
God is known by God."'* The "man who loves God,'' says Paul, is the 
man that God knows. He may not be correct in all his thinking, but, nev- 
ertheless, God knows this man. Love is the determinative factor in his ac- 
ceptance. Before leaving this discussion, finally, however, one must point 
out Paul's argument about the one whose knowledge is imperfect. Paul 
seemis to assess fully the dilemma of perfect knowledge versus one's rela- 
tionship to God when he wnites: "'. . .yet for us there is but one God, the 
Father, from whom ail things came and for whom we live; and there is 
but one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom all things came and through 
whom we live. But not everyone knows this.'"° These Corinthian Chris- 
trans, whose understanding of the true nature of God is deficient, are still 
brothers in Const. As Paul writes: 

So this weak brother, for whom Christ died, is destroyed by 

yeur knowledge. 12 When you sin against your brothers in 

this way and wound their weak conscience, you sin against 

Christ, '° 
For Christians that are not willing to make allowances for the ‘weak 
brother,'' then, one may appropnately apply Romans 16:17. Carl Ketch- 
erside and Leroy Garrett expound these principles in their writings. This 
is the ‘unity in diversity'’ toward which Paul labors toward in all his 
epistles. Repedtion may be pardoned here, for one's mind is leavened by 
the traditions of the church which prevails in Chnstendom, by which 
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these vital truths of Christianity are secretly undermined or openly de- 
nied. Again, Leroy Garrett draws attention to the correct interpretation 
of Romans 16:17 when he asserts that: 

The phrase "contrary to the teachings you received" almost 

certainly refers to the teaching on unity in spite of differences 

which he had just laid before them in the letter, especially Ro, 

14.... Fhe teuth is that we can hold such differences and still be 

one. This is because we arc in the fellowship with Jesus togeth- 

er. It is not doctsines that make us one.... Fhoese who insist that 

we line up on their opinions, or else suffer their wrath and op- 

pression, are really the ones to mark and avoid, in view of the 

real meaning of Ro. 16:17."’ 

lf Christians regulate unity upon unconditional unanimity of 
agreement, then no unity exasts today because no two people are in total 
agreement. Let Alexander Campbell put it succinctly for ali believers: 

Amongst Chrisfians there is now, as there was at the begin- 
ning, a very great diversity in the knewledge of the Christian 
iastitution, There are babes, children, yeurig men, and fathers 
in Christ now, as well as in the days of the Apostle John. This, 
from the natural gifts of God, from the diversities of age, 
education, and cicaurastances, is unavoidable. And would it 
not be just as rational and as scriptural to excommunicate one 
another, because our knowledge is less or greater than any 
fixed measure, as for differences of opinion on matter of specu- 
lation ?...In most instances the greatest error of which a broth- 
er can be guilty, is to sfidy his Bible morc than _ his 
companions--or, at least, to surpass them in his knowledge of 
the mystery of Christ. 

Within the body of Chast there will always be infants, children, 
young men, and fathers. All believers are at different levels of knowledge. 
The saints are to grow in knowledge and in favor with God. There will 
never be "one opinion."' This plea for unity is the very thing that Ketch- 
erside and Garrett have been advocating for years. One must not contin- 
ue to misapply Romans 16:17 to foster and maintain division within the 
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body of Christ. May every believer drop his sectanan spirit and accept 
those whom God has accepted. Does anyone have 20/20 vision? 
CONCLUSION 

When one reads Romans 16:17 without spectacles, one quickly 
becomes conscious that the demand for complete agreement in all doctrin- 
al matters is not under consideration, but rather the making of allowances 
for the weak. Christians are one in Jesus, not because they all see every 
Scripture exactly ahke, but rather that they are all reconciled to God 
through the atonement of Jesus Christ. All believers cannot anymore see 
every item alike than they can all look alike Salvation is not contingent 
upon absolute perfection in knowledge, but upon trust in Jesus as Lord. 
Paul stresses two essential truths throughout the book of Romans: (1) 
salvation by faith, not works, and (2) allowances for imperfection in 
knowledge over issues that do not affect one’s salvation. If one makes Je- 
sus and something else a condition of salvation, then, that person is not 
abiding in the "doctrine which you have learned." Also, if one does not 
make allowances for imperfection in knowledge, then, that person is not 
abiding in the ''doctrine you have learned." 

Absolute freedom from error is not a condition of salvation, else 
all men would be damned. All error is error but not all error will con- 
demn, else no one could be saved. A!} truth is truth but not all truth is es- 
sential to one's salvation, else no one could be saved. Romans 16:17 does 
not violate these basic truths. In this verse Paul is seeking to preserve the 
unity of the Spint in the bond of peace by Christians making allowances 
for the weak. Nevertheless, the consensus of religious journals still reveal 
that Romans 16:17 is one of the most abused Scriptures within the 
Churches of Christ. 

This essay sets forth an interpretation that is in harinony with the 
context. One must not conclude that Christians who misappropriate this 
text in order to justify ther separation from other believers are not Chris- 
tians. They are! But their sincerity does not make them right. Two men, 
Ketcherside and Garrett, seek to prevent individuals from creating divi- 
sion within the body of Christ by laying bare the naked truth of God's 
Word from the customs of men.. They teach that every person must 
learn to reevaluate and reinterpret what has been handed down to them 
through the centuries. God's people must strive not to confuse a habit of 
interpretation with the text itself. Many family members are so used to 
reading the Bible as they have been taught by generations of godly 
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mterpreters that any questioning of that traditional interpretation appears 
to be a questioning of Scripture itself. The handme-down practices in the 
church have made it difficult, if not impossible, to read the Bible 


correctty.'” 
P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 





(Before reading this article, I ask you to do two things. 
First, please re-read the first article. Secondly, pray for God to 
help you now to receive from this continuation the message He 
wants to give you.) 

My job in this study ts not just to say the New Covenant 
is different from the Old Covenant, and better, but to try to show 
that difference in a way that really makes a difference in your 
mind and in your heart right here and now. 

I'll tell you why I want you to receive this. From over 
fifty-five years of preaching, I have seen right here, in the failure 
to distinguish the principle upon which the New Covenant is 
based — right here-- that failure has produced more pain and 
more problems for earnest, God-fearing, Bible-believing men and 
women than probably anything else. 

Most of the partisan debates of the past and the contin- 
ued uncertainties about our own salvation grow out of this — our 


i? 1 am deeply indebted to Justo and Catherine Gonzalez for 
much insight concerning the effect of tradition upon one’s handling of 
Holy Scripture. See Justo L. Gonzalez and Catherine G. Gonzalez, 
Liberation Preaching: The Pulpit and the Oppressed (Nashville: 


Abingdon Press, 1990). 
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failure to draw the proper distinction of the New Covenant from 
the Old Covenant. 

But this failure is by no means confmed to our particular 
religious heritage. It is the heritage of religion in general. May f 
now try to simplify what all religion is about by using an analogy? 

We are aware that in business dealings there is something 
called "the bottom line''. You know, after all the sales talk, all 
the promises, when you boil it all down, what is it actually gomg 
to cost? What do you have to pay? Now in every religion there is 
something corresponding to this which is in business. 

I'm going to ask, what is the "bottom line" in our reli- 
gion? The bottom line in any religion, biblical or otherwise, is 
whatever is essential ford doing "business" with God — having 
access to God and favor with Him. It is access to God (or gods) 
and favor with Him (or them) which is the intended goal of any 
religion. But for this goal to be realized, of necessity there has to 
be some kind of basis (a principle) upon which a covenant (a 
mutual bond) can be established between the human and the god. 
That basis (or bottom line) is usually the very same principle that 
is involved in contracts or covenants between fellow humans. The 
Latin terin for that principle is "quid pro quo,” which means 
"something for something" — if you will do that, I will do this." 

And along with all such agreements is the understanding 
that if either party fails to live up to the terms of the promise, the 
covenant is broken and the other party has no further obligation 
to keep his promise. 

Down through human history all religions have sought 
access to and favor with their God. Of course, the externals (the 
seals, the signs, the rituals) of those religions have varied. But, 
with the exception of the New Covenant, the "bottom line” in 
each has invoived the same principle as the Old Covenant — that 
is, doing what their God required. 

In other words, it was the principle of correctly keeping 
the laws, the commandments, of their god. Their rightness with 
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their god was based squarely upon their doing — which is exactly 
the same principle upon which the Old Covenant was based. 

Now do not misunderstand me here. Do not conclude 
that I am saying something which I am not saying. In no sense 
am I saying, nor am I implying, that commandments under the 
Old Covenant were no better than those requirements and prac- 
tices of pagan religions. That is not what ! have said, and it is not 
what I mean. Of course, the laws of the Lord God Almighty were 
better. They were good. They were holy. The fault in the Old 
Covenant did not lie in God's laws. But as Jeremaih pointed out, 
the fault lay in the people. Perfect law demands perfect people. 

The fault of the Old Covenant lies in the inability of peo- 
ple to keep the commandments of God. This is not just the 
inability of Jews. It is the universal human fault. We must see 
this universal human inability to live up to the commands, the 
laws of God, or we shall never be able to see the true distinction of 
the New Covenant from the Old Covenant. 

Remember, the Old Covenant was based on the principle 
of ‘do these and live; break theme and die." By this covenant, 
access to God and favor with Him was conditioned by one's obe- 
dience to God's law. If one fully and completely lived up to the 
requirements of all of God's law, then such a one, and only such a 
one, was declared righteous. So, the “bottom line" puts it on the 
basis of one's own performance, which is simply a righteousness 
which comes by one's own works. 

Right here, people who have never known any covenant 
other than that based on the principle of law-keeping, have real 
difficulty in conceiving of the New Covenant as being based on a 
different principle altogether. We may honestly say one thing but 
really have a different concept of its meaning. Such as saying the 
word "grace," but really thinking of law. Of saying "free," but 
really meaning pay. I suggest we need to look carefully at the 
"bottom line" in our concept of what we call the New Covenant. 

Look at it this way, We all have received through the 
mail offers of a free gift" just for the claiming, But when we try 
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to claim the gift, it turns out to be anything but free. In reality, it 
carries a very steep purchase price even though it was promised 
as ''free."" And so it is with some people's concept of the "New"' 
Covenant. Many people preach about a gospel of ‘'grace,"' but 
when we respond we find it to be only a "Christianized" form of 
the Old Covenant — because the foundational principle turns out 
to be the same old basis of law-keeping. 


This is a carry-over from our Judaistic heritage as we 
Gentiles seek access to God and to have favor with Him. In spite 
of the gospel, many of us have been conditioned to see everything 
in terms of law. We look for legal requirements, especialy in the 
New Testament. Isn't it significant that we see law even in the 
very scriptures that were written expressly to correct such a view 
(such as Romans and Galatians). 


This was the mind-set of the Pharisees of Jesus’ day. He 
wamed them (John 5:39), "You diligently study the Scriptures 
because you think that by them you possess eternal life. These are 
the Scriptures that testify about me, yet you refuse to come to me 
to have life." But the legal mind-set just goes on functioning the 
way that it has been programmed and interprets Jesus' statement 
as simply an indictment for their not obeying his commands. 


The legalistic mind-set does not think it strange at all to 
see every part of the Bible as law — as commands, as require- 
ments, as prohibitions. Even what is unwritten is considered as a 
law — a "law of silence!" And the keeping of all those laws is re- 
garded as essential for access to God and favor with Him. And all 
those laws are declared to be binding on everyone, whether or not 
they see them similarty as commandments of God. 


(Please keep this and the previous article as we continue 
from this point in our next article. Thank you.) 
4026 Coapites Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504 
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THE OFFICE OF MEDIATOR: 
QUALIFICATIONS 








By R. L. Kilpatrick 


Samuel wrote, "If a man sins against a man, God will 
mediate for him; but if a man sins against the Lord, who can in- 
tercede for him?" (1 Sam, 2:25). The same thought is contained 
in Job. 9:32,33, ''For he is not a man, as [ am, that I might answer 
him, that we should come to trial together. There is no umpire’ 
between us who might lay his hand on us both." 

Samuel and Job were talking about a principle that is of- 
ten overiooked in arbitration. Ifa man has a dispute with anoth- 
er man, then a mediator who has no special interest in the case 
can work for a fair settlement without bias for either side. One 
who is a total stranger to both parties is more capable of render- 
ing sound judgment because he has no preference in the case, ex- 
cept to see an equitable solution. He can make decisions based 
upon the merits of the case. Ideally, an arbitrator's concern, or 
lack of concern, must be equal toward both parties in a dispute. 
But if, for example, he is a friend of one party, and knows not the 
other, his friendship is more likely to influence his decision than if 
he did not know either party. In such a case the mediator should 
excuse himself. On the other hand, if two brothers in a family 
have a disagreement that requires arbitration, then the father is 
qualified to mediate on behalf of both sons because he has the 
same love for both (idealistically). 

All this has to do with mediation between persons, but, as 
Samuel asked, if a man has a dispute with God, who can qualify 
to serve as mediator? God can't serve because he is the offended 
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The KJV uses the quaint word "daysman" — which means 
“umpire”, 
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party. No human can serve because he belongs to the offending 
party and has need of arbitration for himself. 

This was the case between God and man from the very 
beginning. In Eden the covenant of life was broken. Man sinned 
against God. God was the offended party. And since '‘all men 
sin and fall short of the glory of God", he, being human, cannot 
qualify as mediator — nor does God deal with sinners in such a di- 
rect fashion. A heavenly being could not qualify as mediator be- 
cause of his association with God, the offended party, and would 
be influenced to arbitrate in favor of heaven, just as an earthly 
being would be influenced in favor of mankind. Who then can 
represent both sides equitably? 

To qualify, first, one would have to be perfect. God does 
not bargain with sinners. He must be one who has the interest of 
both parties equally at heart. ( A mediator who bad sins would be 
biased.) He must be either related to both disputants or a total 
stranger to both. Who can meet such qualifications? 

"...God sent forth his son, born of woman..." (in order 
that he might become related to both God and man). "'...a body 
that hast prepared for me" (Heb. 10:5). God, the second person 
in the Godhead, became flesh. '''Lo, I have come to do thy will’. 
He abolishes the first (covenant) in order to establish the second" 
(Heb. 10:9). It was essential that a new agreement between man 
and God be drawn up- that is, if man is to be saved. And it was 
just as essential that God become flesh in order that be might es- 
tablish a relationship between the Father and sinful man and that 
be might justly represent both sides. Concerning this Shedd says, 

The mediator between God and man cannot be 

God only, or man only ... A mediator supposes two 

parties between whom he intervenes, but God is 

only one party. Consequently, the mediator be- 

tween God and man must be related to both, and 

be the equal of either. He cannot be simply God, 

who is only one of the parties, and has only one na- 

ture. Therefore the eternal Word must take man's 

nature into union with himself, if he would be a 
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mediator between God and man. As a trinitarian 
person merely, he is not qualified to mediate be- 
tween them.” 

Now the question is what is there about man's condition 
that has to be taken into account and be negotiated? Does sinful 
man have a point? Is there some excuse that he might offer that 
might be turned over to the mediator? 

All this brings up the age old question, ‘Does man have to 
sin? We won't delve into the theology of the question of whether 
man has to sin but only the fact that he will sin "All men sin and 
fall short of the glory of God." He will sin because he belongs to 
Adam whose nature resides in him. And in the negotations does 
it not seem that God is the one who gave in, who capitulated in 
dealing with the sms of mankind? Yes. How is this indicated? 

The Word of God came to earth to mediate a new cove- 
nant, "not like the covenant that I made with their forefathers ... 
which covenant they broke ... But this is the covenant which I will 
make with the house of Israel ... I will put my laws within them, 
and I will write it upon their hearts; and I will be their God, and 
they shall be my people ... I will forgive their iniquity, and I will 
remember their sin no more" (Jer. 31:31-33). Jesus brokered a 
powerful settlement between God and man!! But that could nev- 
er have happened unless sin be first dealt with. The Hebrew writ- 
er said that Christ entered into the presence of God on our behalf 
but that it was not to "offer himself repeatedly, as the high priest 
enters the Holy Place with blood not his own; for then he would 
have had to suffer repeatedly since the foundation of the world 
(certainly this is no way to deal with the problem of sin, RLK). 
But as it is, he has appeared once for all at the end of the age to 
put away sin by the sacrifice of himself" (Heb. 9:25,26). Jn other 
words, sin had to be eradicated as a factor in man's salvation. It 
can no longer be a part of the equation or else Christ would have 
to die for every individual sin. However, we know that sin is still 
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a reality. Man still sms. But we have a shield. That shield is the 
cloak of Christ's righteousness draped around us. His righteous- 
ness is our righteousness. "For his sake he made him to be sin 
who knew no sin, so that we might become the nghteousness of 
God" (2 Cor. 5:21. "He is the source of your life in Christ Jesus, 
whom God has made our wisdom, our righteousness and sanctifi- 
cation and redemption" (1 Cor. 1:30). So then when Christ ap- 
pears a second time again it will not be "to deal with sin" because 
he has already dealt with sin (Heb. 9:28). ''For sin will have no 
dominion over you, since you are not under law but under grace" 
(Rom. 6:14). "Who shall bring any charge against God's elect?" 
(Rom. 8:33). 

"*... Christ has obtained a ministry which is much more 
excellent than the old as the covenant he mediates ts better since it 
is enacted on better promises" (Heb. 8:6). ‘I will remember their 
sin no more."" This I believe answers the question we asked eanii- 
er, Why was it necessary for the Savior to become flesh? - Final 
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—————— 
By Arnold Hardin 


The Christian Chronicle, Oct. 96, contained a cartoon en- 
titled ‘A Matter of Balance''. The balance was pictured to be be- 
tween Eph. 2:9 and James 2:4. As one remarked later in the 
letter section, ''There is no balancing act necessary or possible be- 
tween grace and works." 


As [ review the Firm Foundation Editorial of Sept. 96, it is 
very tragic that most of our brethren believe that God's grace 


(free gift) and sinner's works of obedience must be balanced when 
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considering justification or right standing before God. In this so- 
called balancing act Paul was dealing with JUSTIFICATION 
while James dealt with SANCTIFICATION, or else, two apostles 
contradict one another. 

The FF editor asks, "Are we under a law for righteous- 
ness?"' Catholics say that sinners become righteous by INFUSED 
RIGHTEOUSNESS. Legalists say we make ourselves righteous 
by obedience to law. Paul says we are DECLARED righteous by 
faith in Christ who ts our righteousness (2 Cor. 5:21). The editor 
says of Abraham that he was not righteous before he offered 
Isaac. Is there no shame when handling God's word for purely 
legalistic/partisan purposes? Brethren for the sake of our souls 
take off your religious blinders and study Paul's dissertation of 
this matter in Romans four and Galatians three. Those under 
law are under a curse. Law accepts action not faith. God prom- 
ised to bless all men through his seed, that is Chnst. The law 
which came hundreds of years later could not affect that promise. 

Trust in God, not human effort, brings the blessings we sorely 
need. 

The editor asks, ''Are we justified by obedience to a law 
system?" His answer: "saved by works"; "by baptism"; "by 
law"; and last of all he mentions, "saved by the gospel". One of 
the speakers at the Denton lectureship last year emphasized Pe- 
ter's statement on Pentecost - "save yourselves". In light of the 
cross what did Peter mean? How would a sinner go about saving 
him/her self? Since law can only condemn what did Peter mean? 
We save ourselves by works of obedience, we are told. Then such 
works would be meritorious would they not? And would not 
God be in debt to sinners? "Now to him that worketh, the re- 
ward is not reckoned as of grace, but as of debt. But to him that 
worketh not, but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his 
faith is reckoned for righteousness"' (Rom. 4:4-6). 

The editor concluded: ''The grace of God guarantees our 
final salvation."" Has he finally seen the light? Not at all! His 
qualifier is affixed to the cross, This he says ''does not mean grace 
alone but grace accessed by faith, which includes works of 
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obedience". These brethren have a passion for works of obedi- 
ence that merit God's approval of us. ''Our obedience of faith” 
add not one thing to the all sufficiency of God's grace as witnessed 
at calvary; but being faith expressed/embodied we acknowledge 
how lost we are and how grateful we are for such an assurance of 
salvation. Churches of Christ are filled with those who can not 
honestly believe themselves to be saved by God's eternal promise. 
Hope is thus destroyed and frustration overwhelms such unbelief. 

Do you live in fear of never doing enough? Or do you live 
in gratitude knowing that enough has already been done? God 
tells us that our righteousness is "as filthy rags”. The Pharisee 
(Lk.18) sought to impress God with his goodness and religiousity . 
Do we? Or is your life one of service extending yourself into the 
unfortunate circumstances of mankind (Jas. 2)? Our service is 
not debt payments being sent each month. But rather, thank you 
notes for the blessed assurance we have in Christ. Christ includes 
each of us in his story in Luke 18. Would you have gone home 
justified ? Paul set forth two principles in Rom. 3:27-31 - human 
merit or Christ's merit. How do you choose? 

As the words of a beautiful song says - "When he was on 
the cross, I was on his mind."" Thank God! And, "He washed 
my eyes with tears that — might see.'' Sight restored! Look upon 
his glorious face and behold his glory and grace. 

2722 McCutcheon, Dallas, Texas 75227 


BEYOND SECOND-HAND FATIH 
HOW CAN WE BE SURE? 





By Roy Key Part 5 (Final) 


How can we be sure? We can't. That is, we can't have 
theoretical certainty. The fact is that such certainty belongs solely 
to mathematical formulations. As soon as you put living content 
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into the formulae, theoretical certainty evaporates. In Christian 
faith the certainty of logic is replaced with the certainty of trusted - 
relationships. We'll never on earth be sure so long as we sit 
around and talk (or write) about it. There is only one way to find - 
out. Make the test. 

You know the difference between hearsay and eye- 
witness testimony when you are the news carrier. You know 
when you are reporting what to you is rumor. Jt is rumored that 
there is a God "who holds the whole world in his hands." It is ru- 
mored that one "Jesus" knew Him first-hand and seeks to intro- 
duce us. Jt is rumored that He died, rather than play either God 
or us false. That in some mysterious way by incredible force God 
refused to abandon to destruction this true Son of faith, but shat- 
tered the prison to let Him loose in creation to woo and win it 
Home. And furthermore, that He is changing everything and ev- 
erybody all around in the process. A rumor we at times sigh wist- 
filly is "almost too good to be true." 

Doubtless, in the experience of most there are times when 
the heart cries silently, ''I wish I knew that truth at last triumphs 
over lies, that love ultimately wins out over hate and life over 
death."" The disciples had their doubts. Even Jesus had His 
Gethsemane, crying out into the night, ''My God, my God, 
Why?” 

This series began by affirming that second-hand faith can 
be the prelude to first-hand faith. It will unfess it camps on se- 
cond, settling for death right there. At times all we can do ts 
stand on tiptoe and look through the eyes of another's faith until 
our own comes surging...again. So John tells not only the story of 
a whole village moving beyond second-hand faith, but writes to 
those he loves in Christ to say, 

We are writing to you about something...which we our- 
selves saw and heard; somethmg we had opportumty to 
observe closely and even to hold in our hands, and yet, as 
we know now, was something of the very Word of life 
hunself. For it was life which appeared before us: we saw 
it, we are eyewitnesses of it...(/ John /:1-2a, Phillips). 
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No amount of theorizing about improbabilities would 
have daunted this man. He knew what he was talking about and 
wanted his friends to know. And, he knew that such personal 
knowledge comes only in experience. Therefore, he wanted them 
not to nod to his affirmation, but to share his expertence. So, in 
the next verse he continues, 

We repeat, we really saw and heard what we are writng 
to you about. We want you to be with us in this — fellow- 
ship with the Father, and Jesus Christ his Son. We must 
write and tell you about it, because the more that fellow- 
ship extends,, the greater joy it brings to us who are al- 
ready in it. 

Four words dominate these four verses: "'life,"" "fellowship," 
"joy,'' and "know." Whatever the Gospel is about, its about 
"life." And John insists, ‘whosoever has the Son has fife, and 
whoever has not the Son of God has not life” (5:12). It becomes 
clear why he lays such emphasis on fellowship of the New Com- 
munity. ''Life" is not endless existence. That can be "hell." It's 
Sharing the right relationship, and the air and essence of that rela- 
tionship is "joy.'' The joy is complete when we "know" not only 
that the Story is true, but that the relationship is real. We know 
Him and one another. 

We experience life and joy at home not when we know 
what the textbooks (or political stumpsters) say about the family. 
But when as members of a family we know caring and sharing. 
We know "life" and "joy" in the congregation not as we argue 
the definitions of "church," "worship" and "stewardship." We 
know "life" and "joy"’ when we are immersed in the spirit of ac- 
ceptance, forgiveness, mutual service and love. We no longer say 
"T think," but, "f know!" 

3t was this authority that stamped the early Christian Fel- 
lowship as real and fired its sweep across the Roman world. ''We 
have seen, and we know!" those earty heralds cried. It is this au- 
thority that characterizes those cells where new life springs joy- 
ously and fresh winds of God blow on dry bones, clothing them 
with living flesh. 
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But there is no way on earth for any of this to become real 
to me until I make personal experiment. Christ begins to be real 
to me when one whom I trust says earnestly, "I've a Friend I'd 
like you to know." "So, when we tell people, they believe, and we 
tell them by letting Christ speak" (Rom. 10:17), Beck) 

"How beautiful are the feet" that run with the tidings! 
How sweet are the lips that cry, “Come and see!'"' But we must 
come to the well. It is there the breakthrough occurs for us in our 
blind, deaf and voiceless world. It is we who must at last go down 
on our knees and let Him place the vessel to our lips. We cannot 
live on rumor nor the water others drink. 

Your well can be anywhere when you know you're 
thirsty. Anywhere you'll talk with Him and be honest. Any- 
where you stop the diversion attempts and Iet the wonder dawn. 
Anywhere you hear Him say, "I who speak to you am He," and 
you believe. 

In fact, you can meet Him through some nobody, some 
out-of-bounds nobody, some castaway somebody. Some "Sa- 
maritan."’ Some ''Bernie.'"' Later on you'll say, "Now I believe, 
not because of what you said. I've heard Him myself and know 
that He is really the Savior 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 





COMMANDMENTS OF MEN | 


By Dallas Burdette Partl 


My contention is that conflicting theological poxGons are in part due to the 

fact that we all approach a text, sacred or secular, with our strong subjec- 
uve biases. Even though we have a commibnent to read the Bible on its 
own terms; and even though we want the Divine and human authors to 
speak for themselves, somehow we still come up with contradictory views 
un some issues.” _ 
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Cedric B. Johnsen, Psychology of Biblical Interpretation 
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INTRODUCTION 


Jesus in his rebuke of the religious leaders says, "And in 
vain they worship Me, teaching as doctrines the commandments 
of men.” Matthew 15:1-9 is quoted by many well-meaning 
Christians to support their withdrawal of fellowship from other 
believers who do not subscribe to their particular brand of ortho- 
doxy. Any belief that does not coincide with views set forth by 
certain Christians are looked upon as "commandments of men."”” 
Do you justify your separation from other sincere believers that 
do not see eye to eye with your special understanding of a singular 
passage as following the commandments of men? What are the 
“commandments of men"? Are Christians today guilty of the 
same error for which Jesus rebuked the Pharisees? Are you 
guilty of misapplying this Scripture to vindicate your sectarian at- 
titude toward other saints? 


Is it appropriate to quote this passage against Christians 
who employ mechanical instruments in their assemblies? Is it 
proper to employ this Scripture against those who participate in 
the use of individual communion cups in the observance of the 
Lord's supper? Is it fair to apply this verse against those who al- 
low solo singing or quartet singing in the assembly? Is it reason- 
able to repeat the words of Jesus in the Matthean passage to 
ostracize Christiz2ns who use wine instead of grape juice in the 
communion? [s it fitting to castigate the person who participates 
in the modern day Sunday school practice by quoting Matthew 
15:9? These are questions that every believer must come to grips 
with. It appears, so it seems, that many Christians are repeating 
the same error that the Pharisees and the teachers of the law were 














Cana Rapids: Zondervan, 1983), 42. 

Matthew 15:9, The Holy Bible, New King James Version, 
(Nashvilic, Tennessee: Thomas Nelson, Inc.) 1982, 
; Sce Roy H. Lanier, Jr., "How Important Is Doctrine," in The 
Spiritual Sword 28, no. 1 (October 1996), 36-40: "Jesus made it clear 
that the worship of men who arc in serious doctrinal error wil be 
vanity (Matt, 15:1-9)," page 39. 
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guilty of, that is to say, nullifying one Scripture with another 
Scripture. Christians often invalidate, not deliberately, the effec- 
tiveness of God's Word by not keeping in mind the beginning and 
end of the Word. The result is that believers annihilate one pas- 
sage with another passage. 
Applicaton of Matthew 15:9 

It is possible for an interpreter to miss the intended 
meaning because of an incomplete understanding of the periscope 
(section) in question. One's interpretation of these verses (vv. 1-9) 
is often colored by one's preconceived ideas as to what the ''com- 
mandments of God" constitute. In other words, if you believe or 
practice something that one faction of the church does not agree 
with, then you are teaching the commandments of men. Each 
pack quotes the same Scripture to hack to death the party that 
does not consent to the other organization's viewpoints. 

Today, many Christians in seeking to be true to the Word 
of God rely upon this passage to justify their removal from the 
other person's camp. One solution, perhaps, in seeking an an- 
swer to a proper use of this text is to analyze the word Aypacrite as 
employed in this context.” What does the word Aypocrite mean to 
you? What did Jesus convey to the religious leaders when he 
called them “hypocrites? Before exegeting this passage, a few 
examples of how this section of Scripture is employed by various 
factions within the Churches of Christ should shed some light on 
the dilemma that Christians face in approaching differences with- 
in the community of Christ. 

Roy H. Lanier and His Interpretation 

Sincere Christians, for example, relate this passage 
against those who advocate a wider view of fellowship. One such 
person that relies upon Matthew 15:1-9 to justify his separation 


i ee ee — + ee — eee 


" Fritz Rienecker and Cleon Rogers has an incise answer to the 


weaning of Aypecrite in this context. They write: "... hypocrite, a 
legalist who manipulates the law w. Casuistry and_ hair-splitting 
interpretations for his own benefit. . ." in Fritz Rienecker and Cleon 
Rogers, Linguistic Key to the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids: 
Zondervan, 19890), 48. 
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person that relies upon Matthew 15:1-9 to justify his separation 
from other Christians is Roy H. Lanier. He explains this inter- 
pretation of division from others very forcefully: 

Isolated along the fringes of the "front lines,"’ in the war- 

fare concerning proper fellowship, are the lonely preach- 

ers and teachers of the Midwest. Men in the states north 

of Oklahoma, east of the Rocky Mountains, and west of 

the Ohio Valiey, are the ones bearing the brunt of ques- 

tions of fellowship with Independent Christan Churches, 

since that is the area of their strongest words. ... Typical 

questions [ receive might include the followimg: (1) "Can 

we say the ‘the instrwnental brethren’ are not to be fel- 

lowshipped since God did not speafy instrumental music 

is wrong?" (2) "Even if they are guulty of presumptuous 

sin, can we not fellowship them?" ... Such quesbon may 

not include all the details of the problems that enst be- 

tween the Lord's church and the Independent Christan 

Churches, but they are representative of most of the prin- 

ciples involved. ... which Jesus said was a rejection of the 

commandments of God (v. 9). 

Lanier makes a distinction between the "Lord's church 
and the Independent Christian Churches." Lanier ts typical of 
many Christians in his application of Matthew 15:9. In his zeal to 
be true to God, he even goes so far as to state that one’s belief in 
instrumental music "is a ‘heart problem,’ not a hermeneutic 
problem!'’ His opinion of this verse is associated with a so-called 
worship service that consist of the "five acts" of worship. He has 
jumped to a number of unjustified conclusions. A part of his 


Roy H. Lanier, "Difficult Queries About Feilowship," part 1, 
in The Restorer 10 no. 9 (September/October 1990), 14, 15. If Lanier 
has changed bis mind concerning his interpretation upon this verse, I 
am not aware of such conversion. One can understand Lanier in bis 
utilization of this passage to justify his separation from Christians who 
differ with bim. ia fact, this author also cited this very Scripture to 
justify his separation from Christians, like Lanier, who employ 
individual communion cups in the observance of the Lord's supper and 
participation in Sunday school. I was sincere in this application just as 
Lanier is sincere. 
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problem, so it seems, is a proof-teding approach to invent the 
meaning of Scripture.’ 
Homer L. King and fis Interpreatafon 

A similar position is expressed by Homer L. King 
(1892-1983),’ who also cites Mark 7:7-9 (a parallel passage to 
Matthew 15:1-9) to justify his break from men like Lanier. 
King also relies upon 2 John 9,'' Matthew 15:9, 13," and Jere- 
miah 6:16" to rationalize distance from Christians who do not 
abandon human creeds, that is to say, as he understood them. 
Consider the following example from his writings 

The above Scriptures and many others forbid any 

changes in matters of divine arrangement.... If we con- 

form to the above !aw of limitation, we know that we shal] 

have to abandon any claim to human creeds, human 

names for the church or its members, denominational 

churches, human organizations and societies to do the 

work of the church. . . mstniumental music, Sunday 

schools, cups in the communion, loaves in the communion, 

the modern pastory system wherein the evangelist is taken 

out of his sphere to do the work of the elders. . . . Hence, 

we cannot remain or abide in the ''doctrine of Christ" (2 

John 9) while contending for them.’* 


In this article, King rebukes Christians who practice the 
clergy system,” participate in Bible colleges, sing with instrumen- 
tal accompaniment, provide Sunday schoo! for various ages, serve 


i —_—— =< —— =f, = — NE — 


‘ Ibid., 15. 

: See Old Paths Advocate LV, no. 9 (September 1983) for a 
tribute to a great saint of God. 

Homer L. King, Olds Paths Pulpit: A Book of 33 Sermons and 
Essays (Missouri: Old Paths Advocate, 1945), 137, #40. 

‘ Ibid., 140. 

Ibid., 135, 

* Ibid., 133. 

Ibid., 146. 

ie This clergy, or pastor, system is common within the Churches 


of Christ today. To by-pass this practice, the clergy in the Churches of 
Christ are called "located preachers,” or "the minister." 
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grape juice m_ individual cups, and breaks the bread into pieces 
in the communion. Both men (Lanier and King) employ this pas- 
sage (Matthew 15:9) to condemn instrumental music, but only 
King manipulates this Scripture to condemn Lanier for his par- 
ticipation in so-called “innovations,” such as cups and Sunday 
school. On the other hand, Lanier quotes this passage to account 
for his split from the Christian Church brethren, and, on the oth- 
er hand, King quotes this verse to vindicate his rupture from 
Churches of Christ that use individual communion cups and di- 
vide into classes for the purpose of teaching God's Word. 

It is not uncommon for brethren of the one-cup persua- 
sion to think that cups’ brethren, like Lanier, has a “heart prob- 
lem, not a hermeneutic problem." The position of both men 
concerning an interpretation of Matthew 15:1-9 appears to be 
based on unverifiable arguments, which in turn function as as- 
sumptions, which seem to be a reading of the text on the basis not 
of Jesus’ own concerns but of one’s own theological urgencies. 
Can one misunderstand the Word of God without having a 
“heart problem"? 

P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
e-mail: burdettes@mindspring 


THE DISTINCTION OF THE NEW 
COVENANT FROM THE OLD 








Due to an oversight, Part 3 appears in the next issue. 


By Harold Key Part 4 


(Before continuing this sertes,, | ask you to re-read the thre.’ 
previous articles as a basis for this fourth. And I ask you to pray for 
God to give you the message He wants you receive.) 
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Whether we realize it or not, we (myself included) use le- 
gal phraseology to express relationship with God that by tts very 
nature is non-legal. Our problem is not so much terminology. 
The problem ts the falling into the trap of legalism — the thinking 
that we actually have right relation with God by fully and 
correctly doing all that God commands us to do. 

Yet we know the scripture says (Rom. 3:20) that "no one 
will be declared righteous in His sight by observing law."' We all 
know, by our own experiences, as well as by the word of God in 
Romans 3:23, that ''we have all sinned and fall short of the glory 
of God."" And we know again (Gal. 3:21-22): "if a law had been 
given that could impart life, the righteousness certainly would 
have come by law. But the scripture declares that the whole 
world is a prisoner of sin, so that what was promised, being given 
through faith in Jesus Christ, might be give to those who believe." 

But the legal mind-set brushes aside this truth about our 
human predicament. It sees even in this simply “a new law of 
pardon." in such thinking, "the new law of Christ" nullifies ev- 
erything that the Holy Spmit has said about the futility of law- 
keeping as the basis of our access to God favorable relation with 
Him. 





When Paul wrote. "if a law had been given that could im- 
part life," he meant any law. And that includes any so-called 
"law of Christ" in the sense of code or commandments. About 
this term, "the law of Christ,"' we need to clearty discern that as 
scripture uses that phrase, ''the law of Christ," it refers directly to 
the principle by which be lived his own life. That principle, and 
that only, ts the biblical, and therefore, the proper usage of the ex- 
pression: ''the law of Christ."" To conceive of ''the law of Christ" 
as codified in a set of statutes is to miss the whole point of the 
Apostle Paul. And it misses the whole principle of the New 
Covenant. 

Systematic theology, as we have been taught it, is not 
found in the Bible. In the second century A.D., frenaeus, at- 
tempting to develop a systematic manner of looking at Christian- 
ity in debating with pagans, formulated the concept of three 
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"dispensations": the 'Patriarchal." the "Mosaic," and the 
"Christtian."" Sounds familiar, doesn't it? Irenaeus claimed 
there was a covenant between God and mankind in each of those 
"dispensations" as the basis of divine-human relationship. 

If we look in the Bible for a covenant made with Israel un- 
der the leadership of Moses, of course we find it in the Book of 
Exodus. But if we look (either in a Bible or in a concordance) for 
the concept of a prior "Patriarchal Dispensation,'’ where do we 
find the record of that earlier dispensation or covenant? 

Romans 5:13-14 declares, ''before the law was given, sin 
was in the world. But sin is not taken into account when there ts 
no law. Nevertheless, death reigned from the time of Adam to the 
time of Moses, even over those who did not break a command..." 
Let me point out that in Greek, there is no article ''the” before 
the word law. It is literally, “until law, sin was in the world, but is 
not counted, not being law." This literal wording is very signift- 
cant because there is a fundamental principle in it, and we will 
come back to it in just a litte while. 

So, as we look for a supposed "Patriarchal Covenant,"' we 
must not look for one based on the principle of law-keeping. 

Before the covenant made at Sinai, the only covenant re- 
corded are those with Noah and with Abraham. God told Noah 
(Gen. 9:8-11), "I now establish my covenant with you and with 
your descendants after you and with every living creature... on 
earth. Never again will all life be cut off by the waters of a flood." 
The basis of this covenant was simply God's own faithfulness to 
His promise. There was no requirement for Noah to do anything. 

The only other covensnt is the one God made with Abra- 
ham and re-confinned wita Abraham's offspring Isaac and Ja- 
cob. "On that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram and 
said, ‘To your descendants_I give this land...""" (Gen 15:18). 
That's it! 

Like God's covenant with Noah, this one rested solely 
upon God's faithfulness and not on Abraham's requirement to do 
anything. The record says of Abraham, "And Abram believe the 
Lord, and He accounted it to him as righteousness" (Gen. 15:6). 
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This was a covenant of friendship, and from then on, Abraham 
became known as "the friend of God." 

In the fourth chapter of Romans, Paul contrasts the basis 
of Abraham's friendship relation with God with that of the law- 
keeper's relation. Let us read Romans 4:1-8: 

What then shall we say that Abraham, our forefa- 
ther, discovered in this matter? If, in fact, Abrabam was justi- 
fied by works, he had something to boast about — but not 
before God. What does the scripture say? Abraham believed 
God, and it was credited to him as righteousness. 

Now when a man works, his wages are not credited 
to him as a gift, but as an obligation. However, to the man who 
does not work, but trusts God who justifies the wicked, his 
faith is ccediited as righteousness, David says the same thing 
when he speaks of the blessedness of the man to whom God 
credits nghteousness apart frem works, 

"Blessed are they whose transgressions are forgtyen, 
whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man whose sin the Lord 
will never count against him." 


From chapter five, he goes on to write in 6:14: "Sin shall 
not be your master, because you are not under law, but under 
grace," 

In chapter seven, Paul uses an analogy to the battle tactics 
of the barbarians who bound corpses to living prisoners, so that 
the corruption of the dead would destroy the living. Paul, as one 
who feit so bound, cried, ‘'What a wretched man 1 am! Who will 
rescue me from this body of death?" (7:24) This is the torment 
inherent in law-keeping, because of the ''camal,"' the lower hu- 
man nature to which each of us is bound, and which is incapable 
of fully and completely obeying Gad's commands. 

But when Paul met Jesus; he shouted: ‘Thanks be to 
God - through Jesus Christ our Lord! - through Chnist Jesus the 
law of the Spirit of life set me free from the law of sin and death ... 
Therefore, there is now no condemnation to those who are in 
Christ!" (7:25; 8:2,1). 

"O the blessedness of those whose transgressions are for- 
given, whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man whose sins the 
Lord will never count against him." The cry of victory which 
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went up from David was echoed by Paul. And by the grace of 
God, I raise it myself. Blessed is Harold Key, to whom the Lord 
will not impute iniquity! 

That's the distinction and the glory of the New Covenant 
for me. And if you can insert you name there, that is the distinc- 
tiveness and the glory of the New Covenant for you! 

(Please keep this and the three previous articles so we can 
conclude this five-part message next time.) 

4026 Coapits Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504) 


WRITTEN UP! 


It's been a long time since the Ensign has been written up 
by our extreme right-wing spiritual adversaries. I had begun to 
think that they didn't love us anymore. But they still do! One 
brother in Tuscumbia, AL called into question our " Masthead" - as 
he called it- which states in part, "The Ensign advocates the 
restoration of spiritual freedom in Christ and recognizes all as 
brethren who submit to the Lordship of Jesus Chnist."" I wish the 
brother would have stated what was wrong with the statement, 
rather than to say that it was "Ketchersidism." He likewise takes 
offense to the statement, ‘The magazine is further dedicated to 
the renewal of the teaching of ‘justification by faith’ and the im- 
puted righteousness of God as the basis of our standing before 
Him." How utterly heretical for us to say such a thing!!! We'll 
surely have to repent in sackcloth and ashes, and so will the 
Apostle Paul for saying, ''Abraham believed God and it was im- 
puted to him for righteousness'' (Rom, 4:3). Now, if someone 
should think that this pertained only to Abraham, read on in the 
same chapter, "But the words, ‘It was reckoned to him,’ were 
written not for his sake alone, but for ours also. It will be reck- 
oned to us who believe in him who raised from the dead Jesus our 
Lord (23,24). Brethren if what we say is heresy, then we're iz: 
mighty good company. (Do brethren study Romans anymore?!) 
- Editor 
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THE ORDINANCES OF GOD: 
SETTING THE STAGE 


By RL. Kilpatrick Pert! 


Editor's Note:_ I wrote on this seebject appraamately 15 years ago 
while deing a series on "Restructuring the Church." Because of 
the powerful lessons contained herein we will run it again, with 
some modifications, and hope we get the same favorable response 
as we did after the first soiex. This article more or less provides the 
background and sets the stage for the articles to come. 


The Old Testament is the real book of ''patterns", the 
"shadows of things to come" (Col. 2:17; Heb. 10:1). Because the 
teachings of the Kingdom of Heaven are spiritual, and therefore 
difficult for many to grasp, spiritual lessons must have a point of 
reference, or a backdrop so as to provide spiritual visibility. Jesus 
overcame this teaching problem by using parables (parallels) 
which gave form to those "unknowns." The external "known" ts 
the point of reference. Today we use "examples" to accomplish 
the same purpose. In his book titled, ‘The Pattern of Redemptive 
History", Robert Brinsmead said, 

If the New Testament gives a picture of God in 
the face of Jesus Christ, then we must not forget that the 

Old Testament provides the framework or setting for the 

picture. This framework ts tremendously important. The 
gospel cannot be understood without a framework. A 
person with slides on his latest tip to Africa cannot show 
an intelligible picture by projecting it in midair. He must 
have a backdrop a screen ... The gospel is spiritual, but it 
must be expressed in visible form. Just as God designed 
the human body as the form for expression of the human 
soul, so He designed the form through which He would 
express the gospel of his grace. That form was the Old 
Testament background.’ 
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He goes on to point out that the theology of the Old Testa- 
ment is a theology of history, and that the failure to study the OT 
with this in mind is the major cause of theological systems, 1.e., 
mysticism, rationalism, pietism, etc. ''These systems have devel- 
oped because the human mind cannot hold spiritual truth apart 
from form" (ibid). The OT is the book that provides this "fonn."’ 
This means that if the gospel is to be understood we must find its 
form, its backdrop in the OT. 

Students of the Old Testament are amazed to discover 
how that God has gone to such great lengths to set forth the gos- 
pel's form in this ancient book Everywhere, especially in the Pen- 
tateuch, there are myriad's of types showing Christ's death, 
burial, and resurrection — the gospel. Jesus Himself said, .."ev- 
erything written about me in the law of Moses and the prophets 
and the psalms must be fulfilled" (Luke 24:44), Someone has ob- 
served that the Law of Moses describe the Person of Christ, the 
Psalms reveal His Suffering and the prophets pcociaim his Victory 
over death, This is the gospel in type in the Old Testament. The 
OT is the stage upon which the redemptive drama is “pre- 
formed.” It is essential that the Christian system be seen against 
this kind of background. 

The greatest lesson in the OT on the true meaning of gas- 
pel is seen in the Exodus. In fact, the Exodus is the very heart of 
the OT. "Exodus dominates the skyline of the OT history. It 
towers over the consciousness of Israel for all time to come. All fu- 
ture history is understood in light of that event. The deliverance 
becomes the pattern for all future deliverances”.’ 

All past biblical "exodus" events points to that one great 
and final exodus, the cross of Calvary, our exodus from the world 
of sin and into the safety of the Kingdom of Heaven. 

The OT reveals to us six historical exodus’ with the 
seventh (the covenant number) occurring at Calvary, 1.e., 
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Robert Brinsmead, The Pattern of Redemptive History, 
(Verdict Publications), pp 7, 8. 


Op. Cit., p. 20. 
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Creation, Flood, Chaldean, Egyptian, Wilderness, Babylon, and 
the seventh, Calvary. 

1. The creanon was "called out" of darkness and chaos, 
and a covenant was made. 

2. Noah and his family were "called out" of a world rid- 
den with evil, and a covenant was made. 

3. Abraham was "called out" of idolatrous Chaldea and a 
covenant was made. 

4. Through Moses the Israelites were "called out" of 
Egypt, and a covenant was made at Mount Sinai. 

5. Through Joshua the weary Israelites were "called out" 
of the hardships of the wilderness into the land of Canaan, to live 
according to the covenant made at mount Sinai. 

6. A remnant of Israel was "called out” of Babylonian 
captivity to return to Jerusaalem to restore the temple and to set 
the stage for the seventh and final exodus in which a "new cove- 
nant" would be made (Jer. 31:31-33). 

in all exodus events, a calamitous, chaotic, or suftering 
“ondition prevailed upon the earth, or upon a people, that neces- 
sitated a deliverance. In the Genesis creation, the desolate world 
was without "forin and void'"' — and according to some scholars 
the waste and emptiness of the world was brought on because of 
the conditions described in Jeremiah 4:23-28 (please read it). 


In Noah's time the world was overrun with evil. Idol wor- 
ship prevailed in Abraham's world. Slavery dominated the Isra- 
elites in the day of Moses, and hardships dogged the footsteps of 
the wandering Israelites before entering the “land of milk and 
honey.” In the days of the prophets, Israel became proud, stub- 
born, and rebellious against God and were taken to a foreign land 
as slaves to serve 70 years in captivity. 


All exodus examples bear the same essential features that 


testifies to the purpose of the Exodus, 1e., a relief from suffering 
and a restoration. (turn to page 78) 
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COMMANDMENTS OF MEN 


By Dallas Burdette Part 2 


MARK BAILEY AND THE HEART 

It is not uncommon for Christians to accuse other Chris- 
tians of dishonesty when their views do not concur with theirs. 
One such example is from a second cousin, Mark Bailey, of this 
writer. Bailey is a part of the one cup and non-Sunday schoo! 
movement. He wnites: 

Dear Dallas, I trust this letter finds you well, at least 
physically, for biblically your spiitual life is a 
shamble. My prayer ts that your heart will soon be 
open for the simple truths of God's word and in ac- 
tion will obey them. I consider spealang to you on 
biblical subjects almost useless because you know 
the truth, as well, if not better, than I do.’ 

Once cannot help wondering about his statement con- 
cerning the author of this article: you know the truth, as well, if 
not better, than I do.” Ifso, one wonders why he does not listen 
more attentively to the author! Even though one should not 
question his heart, one must still seek to expound the Word of 
God more accurately to him. One ought not to confuse an honest 
mistake of the heart with rebellion against God. The followir: 
extract from Carl Ketcherside appears to be on target when he 
writes: "Men can be mistaken without being malicious. They can 


Mark Bailey, LaGrange, GA, to [Dallas Burdette, 
Montgomery, AL], 11 May 1990, Burdette Collection, Special 
Collections, Southern Christian University Library, Southera 
Christian University, Montgomery, Al. 


65 


3 


fail to understand without falling away from Jesus.'" Again, 
i<etcherside seems to address correctly the dilemma of both men 
when he writes: "All of them want to respect the authority of our 
Lord, but both groups confuse their interpretations with the 
scriptures, and argue for the authority of their opinions as scrip- 
ture.” When Christians disagree on various issues within the 
Christian church, ''they have not deserted Jesus. They have not 
falien away from the faith. They have not defected from the 
Christian walk.""* Leroy Garrett puts it: 

People tire of our equating our understanding of 

the word of God with the word of God itself. This 

is to say that we must distinguish between revela- 

tion and interpretation. Revelation is what God 

has given us in scripture. Interpretation is what we 

conclude the scriptures to mean. One is divine, the 
other human.’ 

Any belief that does not coincide with views set forth by 
certain Christians are looked upon‘as “commandments of men." 
This Scripture is used by believers to advocate the same error that 
the Pharisees and the teachers of the law were guilty of, that ts, 
nullifying one Scripture with another Scripture. God's people 
need to analyze this encounter of Jesus with the religious leaders 
to determine the focal point of emphasis. Religious leaders today 
often invalidate the effectiveness of God's Word by not keeping in 
mind the oneness of Scripture. Interpreters revoke one passage 
with another. 

As stated above, one's explanation of this verse is often 
colored by his or her preconceived ideas as to what constitutes the 
"commandments of God." Many, for example, relate the phrase 
to: (1) church cooperation, (2) church non-cooperation, (3) long 
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Cark Ketcherszide, ‘Analysis of Apostasy,” in Mission 
Messenger 27, no. 4 (April 1965), SI 

‘ Ibid., SO. 

: Ibid., $1. 

: Leroy Garrett, "IT MEANS WHAT IT SAYS," in Restoration 
Review 17, no. 4 (April 1975), 69. 
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hair on men, (4) short hair on women, (5) women wearing a veil, 
(6) individual communion cups in the distribution of the fruit of 
the vine,’ (7) one cup [container] in the distribution of the fruit of 
the vine, (8) corporate congregational singing, no solos, (9) no in- 
strumental accompaniment in singing, (10) no Sunday school for 
children, (11) no divorce for any reason, (12) wine only, no grape 
juice, (13) grape juice only, no wine, (14) bread pinching, no 
breaking the bread into pieces, (15) bread must be broken into 
pieces, no just pinching the bread, etc. What are the command- 
ments of God? Well, it all depends on which one of the twenty- 
five divisions you belong to that determines what the '‘command- 
ments of God" promulgate. 
EXEGESIS OF MATTHEW 15:1-9 

God's Word Nullified by Well-Meaning Christians. Mat- 
thew and Marl¢ record the hostilities of the Pharisees and some 
teachers of the law against Jesus. ‘He challenged his challengers 
by subordinating ritual observance to ethical behavior."'° In 
their questioning Him about the conduct of His disciples, He ac- 
cuses them of flagrant violations of the Scriptures that they 


revered somuch: "... you nullify the word of God for the sake of 
your tradition.’ Matthew begins this confrontation of the 
Pharisees and scribes, who were citizens of Jerusalem, in 
Gennesaret. Immediately, these religious leaders went right to the 
heart of the controversy, namely, the "tradition of the elders.""” 


ee ———— eS 


: See Bruce Roebuck, "Tearing Down the Walls," in Olds Paths 
Advocate 69, no. 10. He writes, ''To change or advocate changing the 
way this supper is observed is to deny the Word of God. 

: Mark 7:1-43. 

" Douglas R. A. Hare, series Interpretation: A Bible commentary 
for Teaching and Preaching, Matthew (Louisville: John Knox Press, 
1993), 172. 

: The New International Version, (Grand Rapids, ME: 
Zondcrvan Publishing House) 1984. 

se At the time of Christ, teachers of the law (scribes) instilled 
into the children, not only the law, but interpretations of the law 
handed down by the famous rabbis. Eventuaily, the “traditions” 
became so enormous that Rabbi Jchuda, about the year AD 200, 
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These traditions were regarded as equally binding as the Word of 
God itself. Matthew reports the question by the Pharisees and 
scribes to Jesus in parallel form by reporting Jesus’ question to 
them. Observe the parallel between the two questions: 

“Why do your disciples break the tradition of the elders?” 

“And why do you break the command of God for the sake of 

your tradition?” 

This particular tradition of washing the hands before eat- 
ing, so it appears, is based upon the command of God to Aaron 
and his sons concerning the washing of hands before performing 
their duties in the tabernacle” 

An intense desire on the part of the Israelites to maintain 
holiness before God resulted in exaggerated emphasis upon ritu- 
als. William Hendrickson has correctly observed: ''They substi- 
tuted mere legalism for true piety, outward conformity to 
tradition for the attitude of heart and mind, and ‘a torturing 
scrupulosity for glad obedience.’ You hypocritest"’’ says Jesus 
to the Pharisees and scribes in his renunciation of their scrupulos- 
ity for the "tradition of the elders." 

Hypocnite and Play Acting. The English word "hypocrite" 
is a transliteration” of the Greek word &upokrithv 
(“hypocrite''). fF. W. Albright and C. S. Mann reject the tradi- 


tional rendering "hypocrite" as "play acting”; rather, they 


committed the “traditions of the elders" to writing. This compilation 
is known as the Mishnah, a word formed from a verb meaaning to 


repeat. 

a Matthew 15:2, The New International Version. 
- Matthew 15:3, Ibid. 

° Exodus 30:17-21, ibid. 


Hendrickson, Gospei According to Matthew, 612 

Matthew 15:7, The New International Version. 

Transliteration is taking the tetters, not the meaning, but the 
letters of one janguage and converting them into equivalent letters in 
another language. On the other hand, translation means to take the 
meaning of a word from one language and put that meaning with 
another language. Hendrickson, Gospel According to Matthew, 612, 

Y W. F. Albright and C. S. Mann, series, fke 4nchor Bible, 
Matthew (New York: Doubleday, 1971), CXIL 
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"2 Their assessment of the confronta- 


prefer the word "'shysters. 
tion is full of insight: 

Here at vii 5 there is enough of the pejorative sense to in- 

dicate Jesus’ impatience with the legalism which is aware 

only of failure of observance in others. At xv 7 we have 

elected to use the colloquialism ''Shysters!'’ which con- 

notes a total disregard for the purpose of the Law white 

ostensibly paying reverence to it. ‘The incident which pro- 

voked Jesus’ exclamation in x04) 18 seemed again to de- 

mand "You casuists!"' for here the aim of a supposedly 

harmless question was to bring a charge of lawlessness 

against him.” 

Again, Albright and Mann further illuminate this word: 
"We may even carry the sense a step further and speak of some- 
one as "hypercritical," intending to convey the idea that a person 
is given to fine, hairsplitting distinction, but we do not at the same 
time accuse such a person of "being a hypocrite" in our modern 
sense. We suggest only that his faculty of disceroment is carried 
too far for ordinary purposes.’ - Continued 
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THE DISTINCTION OF THE 
NEW CAV ENADEE FROM THE OLD 


By Harold Key Part 3 


Editer’s Note: In the last article I, your normally flawless and illustrious 
editor, goofed royally (I can do that without half trying). I printed bro. 
Key's 4th artide before I printed the 3rd. Now, I'll admit that's not the best 
order to in which to procaad for best comprehension. But I suppose it just 

goes to show you that even editors belong to the human race—even though 
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we might not want to admit it. I apologize to bro. Key and our readers for 
the mistake. Harold has spent a considerable amount of time and effort in 
researching and writing this sertes of meaningful articles on the two great 
biblical covenants and we certainly appreciate his efforts. 


(In order to best grasp the distinction of the New Covenant from 
the Old Covenant, I ask you to do two things before reading this 
third article. First, please re-read the two previous articles on this 
subject, and then pray for God to give you the message He wants 
you to receive as you as you continue reading.) 


We in Churches of Christ follow in a long line of succes- 
sion from the Judavtzers in the early church on down to the pres- 
ent. The rise of Catholicism greatly strengthened the legalistic 
concept of God as lawgiver and judge. They held that sin con- 
sisted in transgression of law. So man's greatest need was to es- 
cape the penalty of broken law, Therefore, the essence of Jesus' 
work was expressed in terms of his satisfaction of divine justice 
and imparting to the church (as a religious institution) authority 
to dispense the forgiveness of sins, So, conformity to church dog- 
ma became the means of access to God and favor with Him, 

Out of this Catholic background, the Protestant Reforma- 
tion arose. The chief concern of the Reformers was reforming the 
system. In spite of their reaction to Catholicism, the emphasis 
shifted only somewhat, because of the concept of religion as a sys- 
tem. To them God was still fundamentally law-giver and judge. 
Mankind is under judgment because of broken law. Man's chief 
need is forgiveness. The work of Christ was essentially bearing 
the penalty that divine justice imposed for broken law. Accord- 
ing to this concept, salvation was still in essence the repair of the 
damage caused by man's beealkang God's law. 

Do you react as [ do about all this? ‘This is still so legal 
and so formal — as in a courtroom. Really, is this the relation 
with God which Jesus himself has? Where is the Spirit's tug at 
hearts as well as intellect? Where is the soul-stirring embrace of 
the loving Father that Jesus spoke about? Where in all this 
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formality is there such great and wonderful news that we are 
drawn back "home" to a Father whose loving acceptance is freely 
and tenderly given? 

In Jesus’ story of the prodigal, the filthy son ts not only 
cleaned up, but is made the guest of honor as the father makes a 
feast for ''This my son who was dead, but now ss alive! He was 
lost, but now is found!" 

The leaders of the Reformation Movement had yet to see 
that the essential work of Jesus involved far much more than just 
dealing with the fact of guilt. Like the elder son, they had not yet 
come to ceale that favor with the Father can never be based 
upon obedience to commands. In bridging alienation (of sons 
from each other as well as from their Father) we must value and 
then share intimacy — intimacy with God and with His family. 
That is the essential work of Jesus. That intimacy is the most im- 
portant thing that God wants. That's what the elder brother did 
not see, and that's why he missed the feast. 


Unfortunately, the Reformers also missed that point. To 
them, the Old Covenant continued with only superficial modifica- 
tions. To them, the foundation had not changed at all. They 
spoke of "grace," but they really meant "law." Even faith was 
regarded in a legalistic sense as work. To try to overcome this 
contradiction, John Calvin developed the concept of the sover- 
eignty of God. And out of that concept arose the doctrine of pre- 
destination and the perseverance of the saints. And so to 
Calvinists, the Covenant of Grace" meant merely compulsory 
conformity to divine law. 

Now our "Restoration Movement" came directly froiti 
this background. It was the failure to distinguish even between 
the Old and New Covenants that led Alexander Campbell to give 
his ''Sermon on the Law" at the Redstone Baptist Association 
meeting at Cross Creek, West Virginia in 1816. In that cele- 
brated sermon, Campbell stressed that we are no longer under 
the Old Testament Law. Only the New Testament law is binding. 
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Reforming the religious system was Campbell's objective. 
To that end, he and those who joined him endeavored to "restore 
the ancient order,'’ meaning New Testament ways. Campbell's 
theology was expressed in his best known book under the tide, 
The Christian System. The leaders of this "Restoration Move- 
ment"’ still viewed access to God and relationship with Him as a 
legal matter. In principle, their distinction between the Old and 
the New Covenants was simply the difference between "old law"’ 
and “new law." 

In essence, only the seal, the symbols, the the rituals were 
viewed as having been changed — not the principle itself, which 
was law-keeping. To their minds, what formally had been forbid- 
den by God under an old covenant might readily be commanded 
by Him under a new one. What had been commanded under the 
old could be strictly forbidden under the new one. The reasoning 
for such arbitrariness is that God can make any law He wants to, 
and repeal any law He wants to. God is God, and His prerogative 
was regarded in the manner that people had regarded the "divine 
right" of kings. God is God, and He can do anything He wants 
to. 

To view relation with our Heavenly Father as based on 
law, is to distort our image of God. I don't mean to seem disre- 
spectful in this, but such thinking seems to me to be awfully close 
to regarding God much like the six hundred pound gorilla, that 
when asked where he sleeps, is told, ‘He can sleep anywhere he 
wants to sleep!'' We may certainly fear a ''gonlla-God," but it is 
most unlikely that we would cherish intimacy. 

A relation based on the condition of our fully and correct- 
ly keeping the commands of God distorts also our image of our- 
selves. In legalism, we view ourselves and our Heavenly Father 
exactly as the one-talent servant did, who said to his Master, "I 
knew you are a hard man, harvesting where you have not sown 
and gathering where you have not scattered seed. So I was afraid 
and went and hid your talent in the ground. See, here is what be- 
longs to you.”’ All this servant's service sprang from his distorted 
view of his master: '' You are hard ... so I was afraid." 


J. 


Jesus condemned such view of our Heavenly Father. To 
conceive of God as hard and arbitrary, makes us dare not use 
freely and fully what has been entrusted to us. If our relationship 
with God depends on our "playing it safe,'’ we simply cannot be 
secure, free, and authentic children of "our Father, who is in 
heaven." 

Most of "our pioneer preachers” viewed law-keeping as 
the fundamental principle upon which the new covenant was 
based. To them, "the Old Law" had been repealed and replaced 
by ''the New Law." So, they spoke of the gospel of Jesus in im- 
personal legal terins such as: "divine dispensation," ''divine sys- 
tem," "divine order,"’ "divine economy," "divine scheme."’ They 
referred to "divine institution," "divine government," "divine 
rule," "divine arrangement.’ They spoke of "divine plan," "di- 
vine method," divine pattern,"’ etc. 

In such legal and institutional relationship, an arbitrary 
God can impose any terms He pleases as conditions of salvation. 
So even the life and death of Jesus are seen as arbitrary. It didn't 
necessarily have to be that way. But that's what God wanted in 
the new covenant, and that settles it. 

Now to me, that does not convey at all a personal, inti- 
mate, warm relationship of a Father with His children. Rather, it 
conveys the cold and threatening atmosphere of a courthouse; not 
the deep protective warmth of the familiar family room in our Fa- 
ther's home. When we think of Jesus, as portrayed in the four 
Gospels, do we really see such a concept of God? What does a 
little child see? Didn't Jesus say something about becoming as a 
litde child ifwe would see the kingdom of heaven? 

And that, my brothers and sisters, is most significant in 
our ever seeing the basic distinction between the New Covenant 
and the Old! The glorious distinction is in the very principle 
upon which the New Covenant is based ~ God's Son, rather than 
God's law. That's the difference. What do you see? A Person, or 
a collection of commands. (Sti article in next issue, editor) 

4026 Coapites, Pasadena, Texas 77504 
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WHEREIN IS THE BOASTING? 


By Neal Griffin 


"Boasting" is here defined as proud, self promotion. God 
hates it (Rom. 1:29; Prov. 6:17). He resists those who are guilty of 
it (1 Chron. 21:1-7; James 4:6; 1 Pet. 5:5). It is lumped in the 
same contextual setting as greed, blasphemy, disobedience, un- 
natural love, hate, violence, gossip, and conceit (2 Tim. 3:2). Paul 
says by the Spirit (Rom. 1:28-32) that those guilty of it are 
"worthy of death". In 2 Corinthians 11:16-23, Paul bragged, but 
note that it was bragging ''as a fool'’, and “as a madman", and 
"not as the Lord would have it". 

And now, with this introduction behind us, are there 
grounds for boasting? May Christians boast? Wherein is the 
boasting? In Ephesians 2:7-9, we read that salvation is the gift of 
God. It does not come from human effort, for if it did man could 
brag about earning it. And in Romans 4:2, we see that Abraham 
could not boast of human effort. The emphasis is clear. Salvation 
is not attainable by human effort. It is a free gift. It cannot be 
purchased. It is not a commodity of trade as the rich young ruler 
would have it. Salvation demonstrates the goodness of God. It is 
not a demonstration of man's righteousness. But, even so, there 
are legitimate grounds for boasting. "We are the true circumci- 
sion, not they, We worship with God's Spirit. We boast in 
Christ Jesus. Our trust is not based on flesh" (Phil. 3:3). ‘In 
God we boast all the day long, and praise thy name forever" (Ps. 
44:8). “If anyone wants to be proud, let him be proud in the 
Lord" (Jer. 9:24). "If I must brag, I will brag about my wea- 
knesses” (2 Cor. 11:30). This is a clumsy example, but it illus- 
trates the point: The story is told of a little boy who stood behind 
the tall and comforting figure of his dad and announced, “‘my 
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dad can whip your dad". The youngster's brag. his comfort, his 
trust, and his confidence, was in the strength of another. And so 
should ours be. 

The absolute truth of the matter is that Chnstians have 
the very greatest reason for bragging for we have been declared 
righteous by the definer of righteousness (Rom. 3:26, 4:6-8, 4:11, 
4:25, 5:1). We are favored (Rom. 4:16). We have been adopted 
into the blood family of the King. We have been exalted out of 
peasantry to the majestic position of "joint heir” with the King's 
Son. Mere words come up short in describing this magnificent 
transformation: Lost to saved; Dead but born again; Death sen- 
tence reprieve; Kidnapped by Satan but ransomed. 

Our confidence should not be in our own accomplish- 
ments but in the precious and powerful blood of Jesus. In this we 
can swell with confidence. Yes! We may brag. We should brag. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 


DEFENDING THE CHURCH OF CHRIST 


By Gary D. Nunn 


Dale Carnegie (How to Win Friends and Influence People) 
said that arguing ts a lose-lose proposition. Arguing only serves to 
make others defend their position more vigorously and makes 
them angry if you win. If you lose, you lose and if you win, you 
make the other person lose face. He knew much better than | 
when he said “The only way to get the best of an argument is to 
avoid it'’. He even pointed to "Agree with thine adversary quick- 
ly '' to make clear the teaching. 

Looking back, I can see how my spiritual priorities have 
been skewed. By spiritual priorities | mean the emphasis of my 
faith which | see as having been distorted. You see, my main fo- 
cus was always on defending the ‘church of Christ’ as the one, 
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true church. I think I learned that the "only name whereby we 
must be saved" was meant as a reference to the Church of Christ 
rather than to Christ Himself. That verse (Acts 4:12) was meant 
to tell the world that the only name where salvation is found is in 
Jesus Christ. It did not then, nor was it ever meant to teach 
salvation is in any church (not even the Church of Christ). How- 
ever, it seemed right and good at the time, and for the teaching of 
the Church of Christ doctrine, it served its purpose. It was what 
I believed. I firmly believed if I could just nghtly divide the word 
(uphold and debate each point of issue well enough), that God 
would be pleased and souls would be saved. Surely He would see 
I was "fighting the good fight of faith". Learning to quote the 
scriptures in relation to each ‘issue’ would serve to show those 
who disagreed with us the truth. And, of course, the truth (so 
long as it was presented) would win souls (or at the very least vin- 
dicate us). How naive! It is not being in the Church of Chnist 
that saves us but, rather, being in Christ that saves us. 

No, one is not simultaneously put into the Church of 
Christ when he/she is saved. One is, however, enrolled by God 
into the universal body of the saved. Not necessarily the same 
thing as being in the Church of Christ, is it? That takes much 
more time and effort, preaching and teaching, and numerous ser- 
mons by specially skilled clergymen to make one a fully-accepted, 
died-in-the-wool Church of Christer. Been there; done that. 

Every conversation that I can recall with those of other 
denominations always ended with me nurturing feelings of inade- 
quacy to defend ‘her’, the Church of Christ. I just couldn't argue 
the tenets of the Church of Christ convincingly enough to win. 
Was it that I couldn't present the truth in a convincing way? (I'm 
sure I must be the only one that ever felt that way.) No wonder 
people were not won to Christ. /n retrospect, was I reafly trying to 
win them to Clist? Or was I trying to win them to the Church of 
Christ organization with ail its biblical ecactude? Her doctrine is 
not formulated so much to win souls to Christ as it is to win folks 
to the Church of Christ with her "exclusives theology’ which 
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supposedly has '‘all truth" which makes men free. How silly, how 
foolish, how legalistic the party spirit really ts! 

The ‘party spirit’ does not make men free. {t puts them in 
bondage to the party. And that bondage makes men and women, 
young and old, full of fear! Fear because they can not live up to 
the "legalistic standards" set by the party rulers. Fear because 
they can not conscientiously disagree with the party rulers. Fear 
because they are no longer free to think and believe any different- 
ly than the party chiefs lest they be put out of the synagogue!! 
Only in Christ are humans really set free. In the party is the 
party spint - and that spint is one of fear. It is a yoke that makes 
free men slaves — the yoke of Jesus sets them free! Jesus said "... 
and ye shall find rest unto your souls."' And only free men feel 
and know that kind of comfort, consolation, and inward peace 
with Jesus. 

The Church of Christ doesn’t need me to defend her. 
That's good. I'm glad and I'm relieved for that; she has plenty of 
paid college-educated Bible lawyers to do that. I have learned 
this: that one only has to stand up for Jesus while standing on the 
promises of the Almighty God. This is a daily battle. One can 
fight the good fight of faith without having to beat people over the 
head or cut them up with the Sword of the Spirit. 

Here's a self-test: Do the verses [that deal with love, pa- 
tience, brotherly kindness, forbearing one another in love, forgiv- 
ing one another and accepting one another as God accepted you} 
carry as much weight with you as those carefully-framed herme- 
neutical arguments to win converts to the Church of Christ? De- 
fending the Church of Christ (denomination) is a battle that 
should have never been fought in the first place. The only reason 
we ever had to defend it (or so we thought) was so that people 
would know "who" we are and not what we are. Is there any dif- 
ference? I think so. I think it is a matter of pride. We've been 
very concerned about our religious heritage, and rightly so. But 
there's a religious heritage that transcends the party line and our 
party heritage. That heritage goes back before there were any 
"church buildings with logos out front''. Our founder, Jesus, 
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gave us a divine arrangement for recognition as His children on 
earth; but we haven't been able to hear Him. His Word hasn't 
been enough for us because we've so hallowed the walls of the 
meeting place with the special logo more than the spiritual buil- 
ding/temples of those who sat in the pews. Listen to Jesus: "By 
this shall all men know that ye are my disciples, if ye have love one 
to another”. He knew that this one characteristic would be all 
that was necessary for recognition of his disciples. 

Defending the Church of Christ is not the same as defend- 
ing the Christ of the church. But I thought it was, for a long time. 
I'm afraid I was a bit naive. However, Jesus, the living Word is 
still able to set men free. He is doing that very thing today. I am 
thankful to my God for that. Now I know that living for Jesus 
and daily taking a stand (feeble though it may be) is where the 
battle must be fought for Christ. It's not in a church building 
one, two, or three times a week that's important; it's daily making 
Jesus Lord of Lords and King of Kings in your heart seven days a 
week — that's the battle worth waging and the only one with 
which we need concern ourselves. What do you think? 

8005 Forest Cabin, San Antonio, Texas 78233 


"REHEARSAL" Continued from page 4 

The thing that is identical in all the events is that God 
hears the cries of the suffering people and takes action to deliver 
by sending, or raising up, a deliverer for that express purpose. 
Adam (a type of Christ, Rom. 5:14) was head and representative 
of mankind in the first creation. Noah (a type of Christ, whose 
name means “rest") led his family into the safety of the ark. 
Abrahan (more of a type of Ged Himself) gave his only legitimate 
son (Isaac, whose birth was a miracle) and in a figure received his 
as from the dead. Moses (a type of Christ, leader and lawgiver) 
typifies the mediator of the new covenant in the seventh exodus 
whose “word went forth from Jerusalem" (Isa. 2:3). Joshua (a 
type of Christ, the "captain of our salvation'', Heb. 2:10) led the 
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children of Israel in that final march across the Jordan into the land of 
Canaan. Then Zerubbabel (an ancestor of Jesus) led a remnant back to 
Jerusalem to rebwid and restore the temple and to ‘'cleanse the 
sanctuary." 

The interim between these exodus events sets forth the Deliverer 
in an abundance of types, shadows, symbols, figures, and allegories. In 
many cases He is typified in triplicate, the sacred number three that sym- 
bolwes ''divine perfection."" Note some of these ''threes."" In the begin- 
ning there was God, Word, and Spirit. In Eden there was three people, 
Adam, Eve, and Satan; three trees, Life, Knowledge, and the tree for 
food. Three factors that brought on sin, Lust of the flesh, eye, and pride 
of life. There are the three ages, Patriarchal, Mosaic, Ciristian; three Old 
Testament dispensations, Antediluvian, Patriarchal, and Mosaic. These 
are only a few. 

In Eden the Savior of the world is seen in those animals that were 
slain, whose skins provided a “covering” (coper, Atoneswent). He was 
the Mediatorial sacrifice on the alter at the East of Eden. He was Adam, 
head and representative of mantand, the tree of life, Enoch translated and 
ascended, and Noah the preacher of righteousness. He was Melchizedek, 
both High Priest and King; Isaac the son of promise (and in a shadow his 
three day journey to the mountain of sacrifice a type of the resurrection in 
that he was ceceived '‘as from the dead"'). He was Joseph who was sent 
into a far country to find his brothers. He was oustreated by them, 
thrown into a pit but later raised to saved bis people. He was God's Son 
"called out of Egypt"; He was Moses, who was caised up to confront 
Pharoah({ (symbolic of Satan). He was the Lamb "slain between the eve- 
nings'' (between twelve noon and sundown, 1.e., 3:00 P.M.) whose apphed 
blood protected Israel. In the three stops between Rameses and the Red 
Sea, we see in a shadow the burial of our Lord and his resurrecdon at 
which time Israei was saved (Ex. 14:30). Through faith the Isaraelites fol- 
lowed Moses and were "baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea"' 
(1 Cor. 10:2). He was the "rock" that followed them, the Cloud by day 
and the pillar of fire at meght. He was the Manna that fell from heaven, 
the water that came from the syrifven rock. He was Aaron the High Priest, 
Moses the lawgiver, Joshua the Captian of our Salvation. He was the tab- 
ernacle with all its furnishings and the veil that was rent, opening the way 
into the Holy of Holtes. These are just a few of the types that God used to 
teach us the Christian System. - Continued 
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THE ORDINANCES OF GOD 
PROTECTIVE MEASURES 


By R. L. Kilpatrick Part 2 


Time, said the ancient Greeks, went nowhere but traveled 
in a circle. The Jewish concept of time was that it moved steadily 
forward in a straight line. Others say that history operates like a 
sinewave, which ts ceallfy a combination of the other two. A sin- 
ewave is a forward traveling circle (one half gets there shortly be- 
fore the other). The biblical concept of time more or less 
incorporates the others mentioned. History may be plotted in an 
elliptical pattern, a pattern formed because each major biblical 
historical event occurs on the order of previous events. Therefore 
history moves forward and reaches backward at the same time to 
bring the past to the present, and the process is repeated at a fu- 
ture point in time. This we hope to clarify in the paragraphs to 
follow. 

Many of our biblical prophecies have a dual (and even a 
triple) meaning, For example, Ezekiel's prophecy against the 
King of Tyre is definitely patterned on the order of a previous ca- 
lamity, while they both point forward to a future event on the 
same order. Anyone who even casually reads Ezekiel 28:11-30 
can see that he alludes to a previous creation predating Genesis 1 
in which an “annointed" one is set in a “nuneral” garden rather 
than a "botanical" garden of Eden (please read the account. It's 
too long to reproduce here). Note too that this annointed one, be- 
cause of pride, corrupted his positive attributes and fell from his 
lofty position. (See Isaiah 14:12ff). So the "time" loop extends 
backwards from Ezekiel to the beginning and forward to THE 
Anointed One, who is Jesus. 

Jeremiah's prophecy against Israel (4:23-28) also seems 
based on a prehistoric calamity, for the description of the earth ts 
Strikingly similar to the conditions we find in the beginning of our 
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Genesis creation. So it appears that the sinewave effect has been 
operational since even before our own order of life, beginning 
with Adam. Note some similarities: 


I looked on the earth, and Io, it was waste and void: 
and to the heavens, and they had no light. I looked 
on the mountains, and lo, they were quaking, and all 
the hills moved to and fre. I looked , and Io, there 
was no man,... For thus says the Lord, "The whole 


land shall be a desolation; yet I will not make a full 
end." 


Sound a lot like the earth's condition prior to the Genesis 
creation in which the earth "was without form and void,"' and 
"there was no man." But listen to Isaiah in 45:18. 


For thus says the Lord, who created the heavens (he 
is God). who formed the earth and made it (he estab- 
lished it; he did not create it a chaos, he formed it to 
be inhabiter). 

Note that Moses said the earth "was without form (chaos) 
and void (empty)" but Isaiah said that God did not create it ''a 
chaos,"’ but that he ‘formed it to be inhabited." How can these 
two accounts be made compatible unless the reference is to a pre- 
vious order of life in a previous creation? Therefore nothing of 
the past is lost but is gathered up and projected forward to fore- 
tell a future occurance, such as that mentioned in 2 Peter 3:10. 

All biblical and/or world history pointed forward to one 
specific act, the Cross of Calvary. It is the central point in the his- 
tory of the world. All things before the cross pointed toward it, 
and all things since the cross points backward to it, and without 
the cross event there is no meaning to creation. Whatever exists 
that has meaning finds its meaning in the Cross Exodus, and 
whatever exists that cannot trace its purpose back to the cross 
does not understand its purpose. To put it another way, 
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whatever exists that fmds meaning within itself is sin because it 
does not look away from itself to that which gives meaning to life. 


Even before creation, God saw the end of creation as well 
as all things in between. Seeing sin and the need to offset it, he 
planned the progress of history so as to lead to the cross of Calva- 
ry, our Exodus from a world contaminated by sin. Just as God 
intervened to bring Israel out of Egyptian bondage and to physi- 
cally protect them in their land, he also devised a plan to protect 
them from spiritually apostasy. The law given at Mount Sinai 
contained this protective element, the constant reminders of what 
God had done for them in their miraculous Deliverance. 

We have to keep in mind that the common folk of Israel 
did not have access to the scriptures as we do today. The scrolls 
containing the law received at Sinai were kept in the tabernacle 
where only the priests had access. The commandments on tables 
of stone were kept in the Ark of the Covenant inside the Holy of 
Holies. Only the priests and scribes had access to the written laws 
and Israel was dependent upon her teachers for knowledge of 
God's will. In addition to the protection that is naturaliy afforded 
through knowledge itself, God enabled Israel to ‘keep the faith" 
through the institution of ordinances and lestimonies. 

The word "ordinance" comes from a Hebrew word that 
literally means to ''guard"’, '‘keep safe", and/or to "watch over." 
In other words, there was something in the ordinances that 
guarded, kept safe, and watched over the children of Israel to 
keep them from apostasy. 

The literal meaning of the word "testimony" ts "beyond, 
"farther", or "beside."' The reader may not grasp the connection 
between these definitions at first, but they are seen in the discus- 
sion that follows. 

The sabbath days, feast days, new moons, etc., were all 
regulated by ordinances. These special days were celebrations of 
the great deeds that God performed in the Exodus event on Is- 
rael's behalf. In the performance of these ordinances, Israel was 
caused to "remember" what God had done for them: in fact, the 

84 


whole life of, and history of, Jewish worship was a rehearsal, a 
remembrance of the Exodus event. 

In the Passover rehearsal the Israelites were reminded of their 
years of slavery in Egypt, how that the blood of the lamb (smeared on the 
door posts) saved their firstborn. 

The rehearsal of the Feast of Unleavaned Bread brought to mind 
that last evening meal before the death angel passed over their houses and 
their hasty departure from Egypt. 

The Feast of Harvest reminded them of their arrival at Mount 
Sinai on the 58th day (Greek, Pentecost), the giving of the law and the first 
fruits of the harvest brought to the Lord. 

The Feast of Tabernacles reminded them of their 40 year sojourn 
in the wilderness, living in tents, sustained by the manna that fell from 
heaven. 

"Faith" to Israel was in her ''remembering", the rehears- 
al of those special days (and which we might mention were the 
"sabbath days" of Colossians 2:16), depicting the great deeds of 
God on their behalf. As long as Israel remembered the "feast 
days" she was safe, living by the faith of performance. The time 
came in her history when she forgot and neglected the festivals. 
She then fell from the protective grace of God. 

Note the many admonitions from God to "remember." 

"Remember the sabbath day to keep it holy", so reads the 
4th commandment. Why should Israel observe the sabbath? 
"Remember that you were slaves in Egypt and that the Lord 
your God brought you out of there with a mighty hand and out- 
stretched arm. Therefore the Lord your God has commanded 
you to observe the sabbath day" (Deut. 5:15). 


When Israel crossed the Jordan into the land of Canaan 
God commanded them to stack up 12 stones in the river so as to 
arouse the curiosity of the children in later generations at which 
time the fathers could rehearse the exodus. The foul deeds of the 
Amalykites were to be written down and “rehearsed in the ears of 
Joshua” (Ex. 17:8) for later remembrance (see Deut. 5:17-19; 1 
Sam. 15:3ff). (to be continued) 
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By Dallas Burdette 


COMMANDMENTS OF MEN 


Part 3 (Final) 


In the twentieth century, a classic example of "hairsplit- 


ting" is in an article by Dave Miller. ' Miller is distressed about 
"handclapping" in the assembly during a so-called worship ser- 
vice and the practice of “"handclapping" following baptism. The 


following extract from Muller may explain the charge: 


Hand clapping is occurring in our assembkes in two 
forins. First, some clap in rhythm to their worship in 
song... . Stnking the hand together while singing is no 
more acceptable to God than striking the hands on a 
drum while singing. Handctapping is simply a "natural" 
form of "mechanical" wistrumental music. ... Handclap- 
ping is also taking place in the forn of applause — usually 
after a baptism or during a sermon.’ 


Not only is Miller concerned about "handclapping," but he is also 


ill at ease about solo singing: 





But the New Testament is extremely clear on the matter. 
Singing is to be congregational, Le., the entire church par- 
ticipating éogether in the singing (Eph. 5:19; Col 3:16). 
Paul's reference to ''each one has a psalm"' (1 Cor. 14:26) 
is a reference, not to solos, but most likely to inspired hu- 
man writers who provided the infant church with suitable 
psalms, hymns and spuitual songs. No authority exists for 
solos and choirs in the assembly. 


In this article he attacks drama, the Lord's supper on oth- 


er days than Sunday, dedicating babies (This is not the same 
practice as baptzing babies.), female worship leaders ("waiting 
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Dave Miller, "Changes in Worship," io Spiritual Sword 28, no. 
1 (October 1996), 25-28. 


Ibid., 27. 
Ibid., 26. 


on the Lord's Table, singing solos and directing choirs, reading 
Scripture, and leading prayer") Also, notice that Miller seeks to 
refute solo singing as mentioned in 1 Corinthians 14:1 with the 
words "most likely" as a reference to "inspired human writers." 
With a flick of his pen, Miller assigns the practices of generations 
to the thrash heap of history. Yet, no concrete evidence is cited 
by Miller. For one to be truthful with the text, one must interpret 
the text as it is given, not force an unnatural meaning on it in or- 
der to make the text conform to the "traditions" of a self-styled 
Church of Christ. 

Corhan as a Means of Setting Aside God's Commandment. 
As noted above, a contrast is made between the "traditions of the 
elders" and the "commandments of God." Jesus accuses the 
Pharisees and scribes of setting aside the instructions of God in 
order to observe their own policies. He calls to their attention the 
fifth commandment in the Decalogue: “Honor your father and 
your mother so that you will live a long time in the land that the 
Lorp your God is going to give you." But the "hairsplitting" 
champions sought to circumvent this legislation. Their method in 
accomplishing the negation of this charge was extremely foxy. 

Mark records this quick-wittedness of the counselors: 
“And he said to them, ‘How ingeniously you get round the com- 
mandment of God in order to preserve your own tradition!" 
How did they accomplish this? The teachers of the law appealed 
to the "Corban Vow." Jesus says: 

But you say that da man says to his father or mother: 

‘Whatever help you might otherwise have cecesved from 

me is Corban’ (that is, a gift devoted to God), then you no 

longer let him do anything for his father or mother. Thus 

you nullify the word of God by your tradition that you 

have handed down. And you do many things like that.” ’ 
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Corban can mean that which is dedicated to God. The 
religious leaders manipulated the teachings of God through the 
word corban. But what is corban? This word korhan is trans- 
lated by Mark as dw ron (''gift").° 
The religious leaders could take a scnbal regulation to wipe 
ovt one ef the Ten Commandments. Even today, a cursory 
glance of the refigious journals within the Churches of Christ 
reveals how the traditions of bishop editors, powerful preach- 
ers, and elders have made void the teachings of God through 
centuries of traditions. What arc some of the harsh rules 
bound upon Christians today? Christians are divided over: (1) 
individual Communion cups versus one cup in the distribution 
of the Lord's supper, (2) breadbreakiag versus bread- 
pinching, (3) Srape juice versus wine, (4) Sunday school versus 
one assembly in which the Word is taught, (5) acappella sing- 
ing versus singing with the accompaniment of an instrument, 
(S) purpose of a church treasury, (6) rejection of divorce for 
adultery, (7) order of worship, (7) the precise ritual of the so- 
called five acts of worship, (8) women wearing a veil during the 
so-called worship service, (8) disfellowship Christians that ac- 
cept things you disagrve with, (9) Herald of Truth, (10) Bible 
colleges, (11) King James only version, (12) missionary soci- 
efies, etc. In the words cf Wiliam Barclay, ". .. they had 
come to prefer thar own man-made ingenuitics to the gyeat 
simplicities of the Law of God." Again, Barclay explains: 

‘Fo the Scribes and Pharisees worship was ritual ceremeny 
law; to Jesus worship was the clean heart and the loving life. 
Here is the clash. And that clash still exists. What is worship? 
Even tolay there are many who wovuid say that worship is not 
worship unless it is cacied ovt by a priest ordained in a certain 
succession, in a building censecrated in a certain way, and 
from a litusgy laid down by a certain Church. And all thesc 
things are externals . . ."" One of the greatest definitions of 
worship over laid down was laid down by William Temple: 
"To worship is to quicken the conscience by the holiness of 
God, te feed the mind with the truth of God, to purge the 
imagjnation by the beauty of God, to open the heart to the love 
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of Ged, to devote the will te the pucpose of God. ..."" Religion 
can never be founded on any ceremonies or ntual; religion 
must always be founded on pecsonal relationships between 
man and man.” 


Jesus cites Isaiah as a stinging rebuke for their replace- 
ment of what really matters with ritual, Jesus answered, 

“Isaiah was night when he spoke about you hypocrites. He 
wrote, ‘These people show honor to me with words, but their 
heasts are far from me, Their worship of me is wocthicss 
The things they teach ave nothing but human mules’ 
Isaiah 29:13 

You have stopped following the commands ef God, and you 
follow only human teachings.” 

P. O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
e-mail: burdettes@mindspring 


THE DISTINCTION OF THE NEW 
COVENANT FROM THE OLD 


By Harold Key Part 5 (Final) 


(Again I ask you to re-read the the previous articles as the basis of this 
conclusion to this series. And I ask you to pray for the Holy Spirit to im- 
press upon your heart the message He wants you to receive.) 


In the last article we followed the Apostle Paul's reasoning 
in the book of Romans to where he raises his personal shout of 
victory through Jesus Christ at the conclusion of chapter 7. 

In the whole of chapter 8, Paul writes of the blessedness of 
the one who has been freed by Christ from the bondage of the 
Old Covenant. Based on the principle of law-keeping, it was "a 
yoke which neither we nor our fathers were able to bear,"’ which 
was the way Peter put it in Acts 15:10. 
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We can readily see that those covenants with Noah and 
with Abraham really are distinct from the Old Covenant because 
of the entirely different principle upon which they were based. 
There was no quid pro quo, no something for something, There 
was no command to keep as the foundation. There was no basis 
in human performance whatsoever, which is the principle upon 
which the Old Covenant was based. 

It is that distinction of principle which I have been trying 
to help us to see. Now let us read again the promise in Jeremiah 
31. 

"The time is coming,'' declares the Lord, "when I will 
make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the 
house of Judah. It will not be like the covenant I made with 
their forefathers when I took them by the hand to lead them out 
of Egypt because they broke my covenant, though I was a hus- 
band to them,"’ declares the Lord. 

"This is the covenant I will make with the house of Israel af- 
ter that time,"’ declares the Lord. ''! will put my law in their 
mirds and write it on their hearts. I will be their God, and they 
will be my peopte. No longer will a man teach his neighbor, or 
a man his brother, saying, ‘Know the Lord,’ because they will 
all know me, from the least of them to the greatest,'’ declares 
the Lord. ''For I will forgive their wickedness and remember 
their sins no more." 

Please note that as God pledged: "I will do this," it was 
not "if you will do that." But like the covenants with Noah and 
Abraham, the New Covenant is based entirely upon the principle 
of God's faithfulness to His own character. It is not dependent 
upon our doing. Like Abraham, "the friend of God," we can 
trust what God has done and will do for us. The one thing that 
we must not do is trust in what we have done or will do in re- 
sponse to God 

Now I know that absolutely free grace is unacceptable to 
many people. It doesn't make sense for the Lord merely to give 
such grace to some dying thief. To give as much to a one-hour 
worker, as to the one who has labored all day, seems to be most 
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unfair. The very idea of a Johnny-come-lately prodigal sticking 
his feet under the table just as though he is as good as a hard- 
working, dutiful, stay-at-home son — this is really offensive to 
some, and they won't have any part of it. 

I am also aware that there are many people who feel such 
grace is just too good to be true. They know they don't deserve it. 
But Jesus said that's the way the Father actually is. Certainly, 
that's the way Jesus is. And he said that anyone who has seen 
him has seen the Father. No one deserves grace! The distinction 
of the New Covenant is that its basis, praise God, is not God's 
law, but, rather, God's Son. 

I like to use a visual demonstration to illustrate the differ- 
ence in principle between the New and the Old Covenants, i use 
a horseshoe magnet (the ''U" shaped kind) and an ordinary nail. 
First I place the nail on top of the magnet, and if I don't shake, 
the nail will hold the magnet. Although the magnet is the source 
of the attraction, in this position the weight of the magnet is on 
the nail. Therefore, when shaking takes place, the nail is unable 
to keep holding on to the magnet. 

But then I reverse the position, so the magnet is on top. 
With the unbearable weight no longer on the nail, the magnet 
easily holds the nail. And the magnet holds the nail securely, no 
matter how hard the nail is shaken. Nothing else needs to be 
changed. The magnet ts still the same magnet and the nail is still 
the same nail. [t is their relation which makes all the difference. 
Isn't that amazing — such a perfect illustration of the distinction 
between the New Covenant and the Old Covenant. 

If our relation with God is based on the way we hold on to 
Him, how we keep His commands, we surety will fail and fall. 
But if we let Him hold on to us, we are absolutely secure in His 
marvelous grace and power. And that is the most amazing good 
news that we can possibly hear‘ 

This is the wonderful good news of the New Covenant ex- 
pressed in the magnetic Jesus Carist, who is Emmanuel (‘'God 
with us") to attract us and to hold us to God forever. 
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[ think it is appropriate to close with those words from the 
third chapter of Romans (verses 20-23, 27-28, 31) as they are ren 
dered by The Living Bible: 

"Now do you see it? No one can ever be made right in 
God's sight by doing what the law commands. For the more 
we know of God's laws, the clearer it becomes that we aren't 
obeying them. His laws serve only to make us see what we are 
sinners. 

"But now God has shown us a different way to heaven — 
not by 'being good enough’ and trying to keep His laws, but by 
a new way (though not new really, for the Scriptures told about 
it long ago). Now God says he will accept us and acquit us — 
declare us ‘not guilty’ — if we trust Jesus Christ to take away 
our sins. And we all can be saved in this same way, by coming 
to Chnst, no matter who we are or what we have been like. 

"Yes, all have sinned; all fall short of God giorious ideal. 
Then what can we boast about doing, to ean our salvation? 
Nothing at all. Why? Because our acquittal is not based on 
our good deeds; it is based on what Christ has done and our 
trust in him. 

''Well then, if we are saved by faith, does this mean that we 
no longer need obey God's laws? Just the opposite! In fact, 
only when we trust Jesus can we truly obey him.'' 

4026 Coapites Street, Pasadena, Texas 77504 


A BLIND MAN SHALL LEAD US 
By Elner Prout 


Would we follow a blind person? Hardly. After all we do 
remember that Jesus said "If the blind lead..."°. We would want 
todo theleading. Or, # we did not know the way, we would wait 
for someone who could see to guide us. 

Would we follow a person who had been blind but whose 
sight had been restored? Well, of course. It would be a thrill to 
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accompany that person in his new-found freedom from darkness. 
With his sense of direction now joined to sighted eyes ... no longer 
moving slowly but striding along in the light. We would be ready. 
"Where is this person? | am eager to follow." 

We find his story in John chapter 9. Blind from birth this 
roadside beggar had left his house as usual on the morning we 
meet him. He had never seen his mother's face. He did not see it 
that day either. He took his regular spot and waited for the first 
coin to drop. But instead of that sound he heard a command: 
"Go wash."" He went and washed. He was no longer blind. He 
looked down the road he had traveled sightlessly. He could run 
along it. He no longer had to wait for a helpful hand. He was 
ready to go wherever he wanted. Now he could lead. 

Would we follow him now that Jesus had given his sight? 

Before we shout "Why, of course!" we had better see 
where this ex-blind man — let's call him Zadok for convenience — 
walked. We may be surprised where Zadok willlead us. We may 
discover that physical sight and spiritual insight came together in 

unexpected ways in life with Jesus. He still walked the same 
dusty streets. But they no longer led to the conventtonal places. 

Eyesight restored, Zadok returned to his community. He 
stepped intro the middle of an argument — about his own identi- 
ty. "This is the same man who sat and begged. ... No, he only 
looks like him." Zadok did not hesitate. He insisted, "1 am the 
man. And, the man they call Jesus opened my eyes." 

Will we follow this example of a clear affirmation of the 
touch of Jesus on our lives? 'i don't know who Jesus is or where 
he is. But it was he who told me to go and wash. I[ went. Now I 
can see." 

This is the road of open, unhesitant, public confession of 
the impact of Jesus on a man's life. Zadok waits to lead us along 
that same road. {t is not an easy way. It begins in mnocent ex- 
citement about the touch of Jesus Christ. Do we see clearly 
enough to take the steps with Zadok? 

Our once-blind leader moves on. ‘this time he walks into 
a confrontation with the Pharisees, those entrenched religious 
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leaders of his community. Jesus had chosen the Sabbath as the 
day to open Zadok's eyes, That was Sabbath breaking to the 
Pharisees. In their minds they were convinced that Jesus could 
not, therefore, have come from God. Court was called into ses- 
sion: ‘What do you say about this Jesus?" The tone of the ques- 
tion might have slowed some people. But not Zadok. "He is a 
prophet." Thus he leads us further in the recognition and ac- 
knowledgement of Jesus. 

His statement did no satisfy the leaders. They summoned 
Zadok's parents. The parents identified Zadok as their son and 
declared that he had been born blind. But they backed off from 
saying anything that might associate them with Jesus. ''He is our 
son ... But ... who opened his eyes, we don't know. Ask him. He 
is of age; he will speak for himself." 

A road that was once warm with the joy of new sight now 
is chilled by fearful compromise. Zadok walked a lonely road. 
His neighbors quizzed him. Religious rulers pressured him. Par- 
ents distanced themselves from him. 


It was exciting to follow him in the first dawn of sight. 
The aura of surprise swept us along. But now as Zadok walks 
alone ... will we allow him to lead us still? 

At a second summons Zadok stands alone before the 
questioners. "Give glory to God. We know this man {Jesus} is a 
sinner."' The authorities had spoken. Where will he lead us now 
this Zadok with his new sight? Surely he can feel the hostility. 
Surely he senses the risk. ''Stay on the well defined paths or you 
will find yourself outside the circle of our acceptancne..."" Zadok 
took the fork which ran beyond comfort and conformity. "One 
thing I know. I was blind but now I see." 

Zadok had taken the wrong fork. The Pharisees had ac- 
cepted him while he was blind. They had approved of his doing 
what blind beggars did in that society. But when he could see 
and take the path of his own choosing it was too much. They 
threw him out. 
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Will we still follow Zadok? We see where he is leading us. 
We know that religious despots did not disappear with the death 
of first century Pharissees. The road still forks — one fork lead 
deeper into conformity with unquestioned traditional opinions. 
The other fork follows Zadok into glad confession of personal ex- 
perience with the Jesus who opens eyes of the heart as well as the 
eyes with which people see birds and roses. The path is inviting. 
The vistas beckon. The cost can be high. Will we follow Zadok or 
step over beside his parents? 


So Zadok was thrown out. Where could he go next? The 
text does not follow him at that moment. The next word is about 
the Healer. “Jesus heard that they had thrown him out, and 
when he found him, he said, 'Do you believe in the Son of Man'?" 


The vista of increasing faith. Zadok was at a crucial 
point. He could circle back on the highway of resentment and in- 
creasing bitterness. He would still see physically but he would 
walk deeper into spiritual darkness. He could immerse himself in 
self-pity. He might easily add hatred of the Healer to his anger. 


Or there was the path "shining more and more unto the 
perfect day.'' Jesus’ words hung in the air. "Do you believe in the 
Son of Man?" It is as if Jesus implied You have seen where I 
will lead you. You have experienced the cost of sight and insight. 
Do you want to stay on this road?" Zadok did not hesitate. Ka- 
gerly, confidently, willingly he took the next stride — ''Lord. I be- 
lieve,’ and he worshiped him." 


Will we let Zadok lead us? Wal we follow him in simple 
first-step obedience? Follow him in joyful testimony — "Jesus 
touched me and told me..." Follow him on the lonely road of 
conviction — "One thing I know ..." And follow him into a deep- 
ening faith fellowship with Jesus. 

P. O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 
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WHAT THE RESTORATION 
MOVEMENT 
SHOULD BE 


By Neal Griffin 


The restoration movement should not be an effort to re- 
store a religious organization, but rather an effort to establish 
New Testament Christianity in the lives of people. You cannot 
restore something that never was. The ‘ancient order” that 
many of us search for is but a figment of our imaginations. There 
never was a church in the sense that we undeistand the word 
“church”, and the Bible is not a manual for establishing church 
organizations. Nor is it a detailed guide for the activities of such 
organizations. But, rather, itis a manual for the organization and 
activities of Christian lives. It was not intended to be a manual to 
show Christians how to conduct worship "services". But, rather, 
it is a manual showing Christians how to offer up their lives as liv- 
ing sacrifices in worshipful service to God (Rom. 12:1-2). It is not 
a manual to show church organiations what their "corporate" 
work should be. But, rather, it is a manual showing Christians 
how to leve and care for one another. {t is not a law book of mys- 
tical patterns which require meticulous compliance. But, rather, 
it is a law of love that calls for obedience motivated by love 
prompted by the death of Jesus. It is New Testament Christianity 
that we should be trying to restore in the lives of people. 

When we have put on the loving mind of Jesus we will 
have restored New Testament Christianity, and we will have re- 
stored the “church” in the truest sense of the word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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DOCTRINE 
MAKES A LOT OF DIFFERENCE 





By Eleanor Shermer 


Christ died for our sins, was buried, was raised the third 
day and later appeared to more than five hundred brethren at 
one time (1 Cor. 15:3-6). This is the gospel truth. Most of those 
people were still living when Paul wrote. If what he said was false, 
surely some of them would have come forward to deny it. No- 
body ever did. 

When I was quite young I used to think of the prayer of 
Jesus as he hung on the cross. ‘Father forgive them for they 
know not what they do" (Luke 23:34), and I wondered how they 
could ever be forgiven for murdering the Son of God. That pray- 
er was answered on the Day of Pentecost when Peter told them in 
no uncertain terms what they had done. They were cut to the 
heart and asked, ''What shall we do?" 

Peter told them to repent and be baptized for the remis- 
sion of sins, and they would receive the gift of the Holy Spirit 
(Acts 2:38). Paul later refers to that gift as our guarantee of our 
inheritance (our heavenly home) until such time as we arrive 
there. We were sealed with the promised Holy Spirit at the time 
of our baptism (Eph. 1:13,14). God's Holy Spirit dwells in the 
heart of the Christian (1 Cor. 3:16). Truly Jesus paid it all. 
Through Him we have been redeemed. This is the good news of 
the gospel. Definitely it must be taught before anyone can under- 
stand anything about Christ and Christianity. Those people who 
have heard the gospel and accepted Christ and been baptized are 
ready to go on to meatier things that bring about spiritual growth 
and nourishment ... the nurture and admonition of the Lord 
(Eph. 6:4). 
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In Acts chapter two the believers had already heard the 
gospel and obeyed it by the time we come to verse forty-one. 
Then they continued steadfastly in the Apostles’ doctrine. And 
what were the apostles teaching? ... ''All things whatsoever I have 
commanded you" ... the second teaching of the great commission. 

For the church the doctrine would no longer be the gospel 
because obviously ''they" of Acts 2:42 had already heard and be- 
came Christians. Scripturally the doctrine would have to be the 
second teaching of the great commission, the ‘all things" since, in 
that case, they had already complied with the first teaching. 

The teaching for the church would include the Sermon on 
the Mount, the love and compassion shown in the life of Jesus, the 
humility and self-sacrificing love for others, the parable about the 
danger of riches (Luke 12:16-21), and the tragedy of every lost 
sheep who might have gone astray together with the IMPOR- 
TANCE of bringing him back. Throughout His ministry Jesus 
condemned the holier-than-thou attitude of the Pharisees. This, 
too, is part of the apostles’ doctrine. 

He taught the necessity of special care and concern for 
those in need of any kind (Mat. 25:34-46; Luke 10:30-37). In the 
story of the rich man and Lazarus it is noteworthy that the rich 
man ts not portrayed as wicked ... not in the sense that we think 
of wickedness. Apparently he did not defraud anyone, or kill 
anyone, and he was not a "dirty old man" so what sent him to 
heli? He saw a fellow human being in reed and did nothing 
about it (Luke 16:19-31)! 

Consider the lessons on forgiveness that Jesus taught. "If 
ye forgive not men their trespasses, neither will your Father for- 
give your trespasses" (Mat. 6:15). We read that and think, "If I 
want to be forgiven, I suppose I will have to forgive." Read again 
what He said in Matthew 18:21-35 and the feeliing is, ''God has 
forgiven me so much, how dare | not forgive others!" 

The way for the church to become united is for Christians 
to first get in line with the teachings of Chnst. When this hap- 
pens, everything else will fall into place. I believe that not only our 
material needs are met when we seek first the kingdom of God, 
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but also our spiritual blessings are multiplied and our faith is 
strengthened. No one in the world has perfect understanding of 
the Scriptures. The Bible is a miracle, a divinely inspired book 
like no other book in the world. No matter how old we get or how 
much we study it, we will never cease to be amazed by the fact 
that we are continually finding something new, something we had 
not noticed before (i Cor. 8:2). 

The letters of the New Testament were written to people 
who were already Christians. They had beard the gospel and 
been baptized into Christ. Since they had no New Testament 
their leaders were divinely inspired and given spiritual gifts to get 
the early church off to a good start. They continued teaching all 
things that Christ commanded (Mat. 28:20). Since “all'' means 
ALL, nothing that has been added since apostolic days is essential 
and certainly should not be made a test of fellowship. 

2100 Nettlebrook Drive, Winston-Salem, NC 27106 
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AT LAST! 


A letter from Bob Lewis, DeFuniak Springs, Florida, says 
"T am told that the books containing the Complete Works of W. 
Carl Ketcherside have arrived in Joplin, Missouri, and are ready 
for shipping." But he also added this note: "As per our agree- 
ment with the printer, we must now submit the final 50% instal- 
iment payment." 

Bob urges that those who made pledges should make 
good on their pledges for it is sorely needed. The cost of the set, 
and/or individual volumes, will be made known through the En- 
sign (and I'm sure through other publications) as soon as the in- 
formation is received. It was a long time in coming but we had 
not lost faith that it would eventaully happen. Carl's writings are 
just too important to let fall by the wayside. - Editor 
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THE ORDINANCES OF GOD 
"REHEARSAL" 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


In the last issue we noted that God instructed Moses to 
take note of the deeds of the Amalykites and "rehearse" them in 
the ears of Joshua. This was given iu the prospect that Joshua 
would take over the reigns of leadership of Israel. We can only 
assume that this ''rehearsal'' would be passed on to future rulers 
of Israe! for it was some 400 plus years later that revenge would 
be taken against the Amalykites, and it would be by the hands of 
king Saul who flubbed it when he brought the king and cattle 
back alive. This was the beginning of Saul's downfall. 


In rehearsal we have the basis for the Hebrew ethic. 
There is something in the nature of man that responds favorably 
to kindness. If someone compliments you, that person has a 
friend for life!’ Therefore when Israel was reminded of God's 
great acts of Jove and mercy, she obeyed out of sheer gratitude for 
what God had done for them. We might add that the Christian 
ethic is based upon the same principle. 

Why should we obey Christ? We too obey out of sheer 
gratitude for what God did for us at Calvary. John touches upon 
this principle when he said, ‘We love God because he first loved 
us."' He loved us "fest" and proved his love in the cross event. 
Jesus confirms the ethic that grows out of love in saying, "If you 
love me you will keep my commandments" (John 14:15). The 
essential factors in both Hebrew and Christian ethics are, first, 
knowledge of what God has done on our behalf and then a "reca- 
lling" — a rehearsal — of the event in the performance of an ordi- 
nance. Remembering is not restricted to the celebration of an 
event. Whatever causes one to remember is rehearsal, and that 
may be triggered by a great number of things. 
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That category of laws which are called "testimonies" had 
reference to the performance of ordinances which "testified to." 
or had meaning ''beside"' itself. The ordinance always pointed 
backwards away from itself to the thing to be remembered, and 
the thing or act that is remembered pointed "farther" away from 
itself to something “beyond” its own time. For example, the Pas- 
sover Feast pointed back to Egypt, to the lamb, blood, and the 
passing over of death, and these events pointed forward to the 
time when the real Lamb of God would shed his blood at Calvary 
in the greatest of all Passovers. All feast celebrations in Israel 
pointed backwards and forward at the same time (forming the el- 
liptical pattern). 

Therefore, those ceremonial laws of Moses were God's 
signs and seals of the covenant given to Israel to protect her and 
to remind her that there was a covenant between them. 


CHRISTIAN SACRAMENTS 


Before the reader might conclude that we have converted 
to Catholicism, by our use of the word ''sacraments," let us ex- 
plain that the word ts perfectly legitimate. There is such a thing 
as Christian sacraments and has nothing to do with Catholicism. 
A "sacrament" simply means a ''sacred event.'' We too celebrate 
sacred events. But first let us set the stage. 

We have already pointed out that it is essential that spir- 
tual lessons be seen against a visible background before they can 
be spiritually discerned. Israel had her signs and seals that pro- 
vided the framework for "remembering" her redemption from 
Egyptian bondage, namely the feast days with all their trimmings 
— regulated by the ordinances. In the Christian age it is still es- 
sential that we have a visible screen on which to portray spiritual 
images. 

The Cross of Calvary is the pivotal point in world history. 
It is the one, single event in time that gives definition to all pre- 
vious and subsequent time. What has meaning and purpose 
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finds its roots in the cross. The cross is the Christian's faith. Any 
attempt to find meaning of life outside the pale of the cross does 
not proceed from faith. Solomon discovered this when he 
searched for meaning outside of the religion of Israel. He finally 
had to say that it was like chasing the wind, that all was vanity 
(Eccle. 1:17; 12:8). It's the same with anyone who searches for 
the meaning of life outside the cross event. 

As we have already said, God has gone to great lengths to 
teach us the gospel from the Old Festament. Those who would 
sever the Old from the New may do so, but to the detriment of 
their own understanding. It would be like seeing a shadow sepa- 
rated from its own body, and vice-versa — and either would be an 
unnerving experience. 

Just as we might say that all major historical events in the 
Old Testament pointed forward to a similar major event in the 
New Testament, we can say that just as the ordinary things of ev~- 
eryday events of our Christian lives likewise reminds us of our 
Calvary Exodus, the Cross, the Death and Resurrection of Christ. 
To be reminded is “rehearsal”. If the reminder offers some spiri- 
tual benefit, then it is a "sacrament" because all of these are 
sacred events. 

Rehearsal does not mean "practice," as for a play, but a 
"re-hearing," a ''hearing again,"’ — or mental recall. It is a “prac- 
tice" in the sense of "doing,"' as a doctor practices his profession. 
Rehearsing the gospei is remembering the cross of Christ, and it is 
the practice of faith. Herein lies our greatest reason for studying 
the Bible. How can we rehearse an event for which we have nev- 
er heard? Since we have given our whole being as a living sacri- 
fice, our whole lives are living rehearsals of the gospel of Christ. 
But we cannot rehearse it until we become familiar with it. It 1s 
important that we learn it. It is worship "in spirit and in truth." 
It motivates us to love an good works and obedience. 

In how many ways are we daily reminded of Jesus and 
the Cross? All of life's activities should serve as reminders of our 
Christian Exodus. When we retire at night in the security of our 
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homes, we are reminded that Jesus is our ‘'shelter'’ — but who 
said of Himself that even though foxes and birds have homes, the 
Son of Man had no place to lay his head, and we count our bless- 
ings. When we sleep, which in a sense is like death, and awaken 
to a new day, we remember that Jesus arose from the dead for 
our justification, and we offer up our praise. We dress for the day 
and remember that he is our "garinent of righteousness,'' and we 
stand in awe. When we sit down to eat we reale that he is our 
true "bread of life'' and our "living water," and we humbly give 
thanks. 

He is our Shelter in the Day of God's wrath, our Bread of 
Life, our Living Water, our Cloak of Righteousness, and we 
humble ourselves in grateful submission to do what He wants us 
to do and be what he wants us to be. 


When our children are born, we are reminded that Jesus 
"the Lamb of God, the Almighty God, the Everlasting Father (Isa 
9:6) was born a child like our own; but he in a lowly stable. And 
like our own he also went to school and "grew in wisdom and sta- 
ture" (Luke 2:52). When they grow up and marry, we recall that 
the "church is the bride of Christ," and that he loved it and gave 
his life for it. And even in suffering and death we should remem- 
ber that he too suffered and died, and it should give us great com- 
fort to know that he arose from the dead and promised to do the 
same for us. 

All of these things should give us a better understanding 
how that the cross holds the true meaning of all life, and how that 
"remembering" protects our faith. Herein lies the most vital 
principle. It is the basis for the Christian ethic. When we talk 
about ethics we mean what is done in faith and to the cause for 
Christian obedience to God. It is based upon appreciation for 
what God has done for us, all of which is brought to mind in the 
"sacraments," 

We will discuss the 'Christian''sacraments (the ordi 
nances) in a later issue, but first we must penetrate deeper into 
this underlying cause for our obedience. - Next issue. 
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By Roy Key Part 1 


The Son of Man came not to be served, but to 
serve and to give his life as a ransom for 
many (Mat. 20:28). 


What Is a "Ransom?" 


The Psalmist cried, '"Truly, no one can ransom himself, or 
give to God the price of his life'' (49:7). That's your "ransom" 
and mine ~ the price of our lives! For Christians ransom refers to 
a single aspect of the Atonement — its cost. 


What's The Problem? 


The word, however, has not been in usage among "'en- 
lightened" Christians in the last three or four generations. One 
reason Is its abuse among numerous fundamentalist groups. The 
"The Ransom Theory of the Atonement" lifted up the doctrine of 
the Devil holding all souls captive and refusing to let them go until 
God paid his ransom demands. He is like a moderna terrorist who 
raids God's house and takes away His children. The ransom note 
demands blood. Without its payment the Devil will destroy his 
captives. God pays the ransom with the blood of Jesus, His only 
fully-obedient child. The Devil than keeps his plecge and sets the 
captives free. 
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That's the doctrine in its crassest form. And. . . because so 
many of us are repulsed by its form, we resist its substance. Be- 
cause we reject the figure, we rush to reject the reality behind it. 

Those who would preserve the truth of the Gospel, 
though, divide over how to go about it. One camp says, ''The old 
forms and words are worthless, many of them harmful, for 
they've carried the wrong content so long they can't be salvaged. 
Away with them! New words and new forms for the message!" 
Another camp says, "It's true that the words have been distorted 
and the forms emptied, but the answer is not in abandoning 
them. The answer is to reclaim them. Wipe off the tarnish and 
fill them with the ‘Good News' they were created to carry. Use 
them aright and trust God to fill them with power for this day." 


Seeking new forms, J. B. Phillips translates Jesus' words 
(Matt. 20:28), "The Son of Man has not come to be served, but to 
serve, and to give his life to set many others free.’ For, that is 
what a ransom does... it sets the captive free. The New English 
Bible, uses the word ''ransom."" However, in t Timothy 2:6, Phil- 
lips uses the word "ransom," and the New English Bible reads, 
"For there is one God, and also one mediator between God and 
men, Christ Jesus, himself man, who sacrificed himself to win 
freedom for all mankind.” 

What these scholars do is to refuse the dilemma of ei- 
ther/or . . . using old words exclusively or exclusively fmding new. 
They refused to be shut up to extreme alternatives. And, so can 
we. We can seize both. Find new ways of affirming old truths 
and at the same time pour new life into ancient forms. 

It's not true that people no longer understand terms such 
as "reconciliation,'' "redemption" and "ransom."" When we say 
of a broken family, "There has been a reconciliation," we rejoice! 
Even if we don't know that ''redemption" is a term taken from 
the slave market, so long as there are saving stamps, redemption 
centers and catalogs, we understand. If we have enough stamps, 
we get excited. 
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In a time of terrorist raids, kidnapping and highjackings, 
how can one fail to understand the meaning of "ransom?" Our 
problem is not intellectual, but emotional and vocationa!. Not the 
cerebral problem of processing academic information, but the 
jarring question, "Is Jesus Christ actually my ransom... and 
yours? 


''News"’ No Longer New 


A child listened to his uncle preach about the Cross. It 
was the first time he had ever heard the news. To the account of 
the crucifixion he listened with panic rising inside. Surely, there 
were all kinds of good people who would rush to the aid of Jesus. 
He wept. He seemed even to feel that pain with his Lord. Yet, all 
around him people sat transquil. And, when they left the build- 
ing, they walked out as if nothing had happened. 

That's our problem. We do not with all our heart care. 
And, we do not care, because the whole thing is unreal. We 
watch a fictitious heartbreak on the screen and weep, The ficti- 
tious seems real. We hear the recital of that one Act in history 
disclosing the heartbreak of God and doze. It's so unreal. 

What makes it real? To that vital question we next time 
turn. 


1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 





SOME CRITICISMS 





By J. James Albert 


The end of one year and the beginning of another is a spe- 
cial time for reflection, thantdulness, and resolutions. As I reflect 
upon [996, it was a more difficult year than a number of recent 
years, and God saw me and my family through some problems in 
a positive way for which I am thankful and which further con- 
firmed my belief that we cannot make it on our own. I'm not one 
to make specific resolutions for a new year, but after year-end re- 
flection merely ask God to help me be a more faithful Christian. 

Being the editor of what one of my mentors in Christ fov- 
ingly calls a crude one-page newsletter” has been a joyful, stimu- 
lating mission God has allowed me for a number of years. The 
responses I get, both positive and negative, give a little credence to 
the hope that what I write is having at least some effect upon the 
readers. 

In this season of reflection and thankfulness and reso- 
lution I would like to share with you in the remainder of this ar- 
ticle some of the criticisms I have received from upset readers, 
and briefty comment upon them. Maybe you have some of the 
same feelings and hopefully my commen’s will help lower your 
blood pressure. 

I. "You have a strong resentment against what you may 
call the mainline churches." 

Fm not exactly sure what this writer meant by mainline 
churches. Over the years I have been identified with a segment of 
the churches of Christ that would not be considered mainline, the 
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brethren known as the one cup, no Sunday school group. At one 
time I was resentful of every group that did not practice as we did 
in our Sunday morning assemblies. I considered those who dif- 
fered from our party shibboleths to be insincere, unfaithful breth- 
ren on their way to hell. 

When brethren first tried to teach me that this attitude 
and position was wrong and untenable relative to the scriptures, I 
strongly resisted and called them names. But I did not stop listen- 
ing to them or studying. Over time f changed my attitude toward 
brethren who differed from me and came to understand that fel- 
lowship is not what I used to think it was, both in definition and 
in its working. I didn't give up my beliefs and practices relative to 
the Lord's Supper and the use of the Sunday school. I did begin 
to recognize a greater fellowship. 


When I write critically of the churches of Christ, God is 
my witness that I'm not resentful of any brethren in the segment 
in which I grew up or any of the mainline churches. Interestingly, 
some brethren in ''my"™ segment have indicated a resentment to- 
ward me because I advocate a broader view of fellowship toward 
those in the mainline churches. They say I have "departed from 
the faith," say such a view is "defamatory" and that the con- 
gregation of Christians with whom If assemble is a "pig pen." If I 
didn't care for and love my brethren, wherever circumstances 
find them, I wouldn't seek to be a candid, nonsectarian Christian 
expressing my views in this article. As another writer said a few 
years back, "We have all sinned and fallen short of the glory of 
God, true, but some of our sins in Churches of Christ have been 
particularly grievous, and it is these that we must overcome if we 
are to be saved." If I thought my brother in the flesh was doing 
something detrimental to himself would I in bringing it to his 
attention be loving or resentful? I apologize not for the intentions 
of my heart; I apologize for any shortcoming in my ability to 
communicate. 
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2. "Your idea of unity is one of a union of differing views 
agreeing to disagree." 


According to the scriptures, the only unity expected of us 
is a unity of diversity. Simple reasoning tells us that the only uni- 
ty possible among us is a unity of diversity. The only evidence of 
unity among us are indicative of a unity of diversity. Unity by its 
very nature has to be diverse. Unity is a union or oneness of 
things that are different, like members of a family being one or a 
husband and wife being one. 


The apostolic epistles are replete with examples and guid- 
ance endorsing and promoting a unity in diversity. Our early res- 
toration history is full of instances of unity in diversity. The 
uniting of the Campbell movement and the Stone movement is a 
wonderful example. There were substantial differences among 
both the leaders and followers in that unity of diversity. By the 
way, the uniting of the Campbell and Stone movements was re- 
ferred to frequently as a union. The pioneers of our movement 
were not adverse to using that word to refer to their concept of 
the unity of Chastians. 

Who can point to a congregation among us which does 
not exhibit a unity of diversity? Even our factions which are real- 
ly indicative of a hypocritical and rebellious spirit, but which are 
touted by the party leaders as the exclusive faithful, are replete 
with instances of a unity of diversity. Therein lies the problem. 
The party leaders fear for their power and control exercised 
through the uniformity of a party creed. They promote division 
rather than brotherhood. They have created conditions of being 
in God's fellowship contrary to God's written word. Essentialby 
they say, "To be my full-fledged brother in Chnst you must agree 
with the interpretations of the scriptures (which they say really 
aren't interpretations) that I deem important." In turn they 
write woefully about the "unity in diversity heresy" because it ex- 
poses the party spint and their adding to the scriptures. 
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3. 'You use some of the pioneer preachers as a basis for 
your views, not the Bible which you advise to follow." 


I readily admit to being an avid reader of the efforts of the 
pioneer preachers in our movement and of frequently quoting 
them. I think in many cases they had an attitude, a vision, and an 
understanding that was exemplary and worked. We claim to be 
their heirs yet we are so historically ignorant of the priaciples they 
enunciated for us that our movement has gone full circle. We are 
as sectarian as those sects of their day from which they sought to 
unite Christians. 

Each faction of the churches of Christ likes to claim Alex- 
ander Campbell and other early pioneers as one of them. Years 
ago a brother in the segment in which I was raised published a 
book with pictures of and sermons by “our" preachers, Brother 
Campbell was included. Yet quote him today relative to fellow- 
ship or unity and you are following his views, not the Bible. 

Is there anyone among us who has purely and solely fer- 
reted his or her views from the Bible alone with no input from 
any other source, oral or written? I don't think so. To be frank, I 
think that this third criticism is a dodge. In conclusion all I can 
say is that I "use some of the pioneer preachers as a basis" for my 
views when | discern them to be following the Bible and can only 
ask you to do the same. 

P.O. Box 811, Corcoran, California 93212 


WHAT MUST I DO TO BE SAVED? 
By Neal Griffin — 


To any honest seeker of eternal life this is a question of 
tremendous import. It appears on many church bulletins and 
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hand-outs. In fact, it is the title of a tract in many church tract 
racks. The capsulized answer to it is probably the only point of 
unity in most of the fragmented churches which grew out of the 
Stone-Campbell movement. Only yesterday I received a form let- 
ter from the preacher of the Christian Church in our area. He 
explained the five-step plan whereby salvation is attained. I do 
not doubt that every saved person in the New Testament letters 
submitted to these five steps But the question I would like to pose 
is; Having obeyed these five things, is this what gained salvation 
for them? I am convinced that we have hammered on these five 
"essentials" so thoroughly that we have produced a generation 
which literally believes that salvation is achieved by doing these 
five things coupled with living faithfully until death. They believe 
that it is something can be gained by man's effort, baptism being 
the main essential. 


There is only one example in the New Testament writings 
that specifically deals with this question as it relates to eternal life. 
The nich young ruler of Matthew 19 asked the question. He said, 
"Good teacher, what good thing must I do to get eternal life?" 
After the young ruler left in disappointment, the disciples were 
perplexed and asked, ''Who then can be saved?" In other words, 
What can any man do to be saved?"' Now pay careful attention. 
Jesus said that, "With men this is impossible,"" What is impossi- 
ble with men? What is the subject of the entire exchange? The 
subject is salvation. Salvation is impossible for man to gain, earn, 
or achieve. "But with God all things are possible.'' What is the 
point? The obvious point is that salvation is God's doing. Salva- 
tion is, and always will be, a demonstration of God's goodness, 
and not man's. This is why Paul said that salvation is the free gift 
of God. It cannot be bought. We insult our Divine Host when we 
try to pay Him for His free gift. This is what the young ruler tried 
to do. And that is what we try to do when we trust in our good 
works or in our strict obedience for salvation. This is what we try 
to do when we put our trust for salivation in anything other than 
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the mercy of God. If Jesus intended for men to achieve salvation 
through a five step procedure wouldn't this have been the perfect 
time to reveal it? 


Paul addressed a people (Gal. 5) who put their trust for 
salvation in something other than Jesus. Paul said that they had 
made Christ of non-effect, that they had "fallen from grace." 
This is how man trods under foot the Son of God and causes 
there to be no more sacrifice for sin. Jt is a grievous error to trust 
in ourselves for salvation. What then can a man do to gain salva- 
tion? Matthew 19:26 explains that it is impossible for man to ac- 
complish. Jesus is saying in Matthew 19:1-30, and following in 
the next chapter, that we must trust in Him. The young ruler 
wished to trust in his own ability. He was not willing to entrust 
his life nor his money to Jesus. At the beginning of the chapter it 
is apparent that he did not recognize Jesus as the author of 
salvation. 


The lesson is clear. We must totally and completely trust 
in Jesus for salvation. If we must boast in anything, let it be in 
our having heard, believed, repented, confessed and submitted to 
baptism, but rather let it be in the precious blood of Jesus. This is 
the ONLY thing that makes us worthy of salvation. His is the es- 
sence of rendering obedience to the Gospel. 


Does this mean that I am repudiating the five-step plan? 
It means that am repudiating the five-step plan as a means to 
ear, achieve, or gain salvation. This is impossible with men. 
Where then do the so-called five steps fit in? When men put their 
unreserved trust in Jesus for salvation, they do not have a prob- 
lem with any of his steps, whether it be baptism, repentance, con- 
fession or whatever. The difference is that they respond to Jesus 
from a trusting and contrite heart and not from a fegalistic atti- 
tude of trying to earn salvation. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023 
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COMMANDMENTS OF MEN 





By Dallas Burdette Part 4 


Editor's Note, _In the last issue I indicated that this 
was Brother Dallas's final article on the subject of 
Comniandments of Men. He informs me that he is 
not nearly through with the subject! I was not trying 
fo rush him on the matter; it's just that since he sent 
me three articles on the same floppy disk, I assumed 
he was finished But he has nore, and we're glad be- 
cause he is dealing with a troublesome issue within 
the Restoration churches, and he is the man who ts 
capable of deahng with the subject because he has 
had personal experience with most of the issues dealt 
with in his essay. 


What does Corban mean? Corban can mean that which 
is dedicated to God. The religious leaders manipulated the teach- 
ings of God through the word corban. The English word ts a 
transliteration of the Greek word korba'n ("gift"), and the 
Greek word is a transliteration of the Hebrew word qorB*n, 
This word korban is tsranslated by Mark as dw'ron ("gift")? 
Alan McNeile says, "... Aorban that which is brought near'as an 
offering. .. and frequently in the Targums' is not transliterated in 


2 


a 


Mark 7:11: “But you say, ‘If a man says to his father or 
mother, ‘Whatever profit you might have received from me ts Corban'—’ 
(that ts, a gift to God).” 

: "“TARGUM. A word that means literally 'translation.' Usually 
refers to translations of parts of the OT into -— Aramaic, originating in 
the public reading of the OT tn the synagogue, that involves a certain 
amount of interpretative comment or -- paraphrase. Ex. the Targum of 
Onkelos (the Pentateuch) and the Targum of Jonathan (the Prophets),” 
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the LXX,* but rendered dw'ron.’ This concept is fully worked 
out by William Hendriksen: 

The Pharisees and scribes were telling the children that 

there was a way to get around the heavy burden of having 

to bestaw honor upon their parents by supporting then. If 

either father or mother, noticing that a son had something 

wheck was neadad by the parent, asked for it, all that was 

necessary was for this son to say, “It's dwron (a gift)" or 

“corb’n (an offering)," Mark 7:11. Either way, whether 

the son uses the Greek word dw'ron or the Hebrew 

corb*n, he is really saying, "It is consecrated to God," and 

hy making this assertion or exclamation he, according to 

Pharisaic teaching based on tradition, had released himself 

from the obligation of honoring his parents — here “fa- 

ther" as also representing the mother-by helping then: in 

their particular need® 

The religious leaders could take a scribal regulation to 

wipe out one of the Ten Commandments. Even today, a cursory 
glance of the religious journals within the Churches of Christ re- 
veals how the traditions of bishop editors, powerful preachers, 
and elders have made void the teachings of God through centu- 
nes of tradiGons. What are some of the commands of God that 
are set aside by the harsh rules bound upon Christians today? 
Consider the following: (1) “Love each other as I have loved 
you";’ (2) ‘Who are you to judge someone else's servant? To his 





— ee —— =H 


in F, B. Huey, Jr. and Bruce Corley, A Students Dictionary for Biblical 
& Theological Studies (Grand Rapids: Academie Books, 1983), 185. 
: “SEPTUAGINT. From Latin septuaginta, ‘seventy.’ Greek 
translation of the OT that (according to the Letter of Aristeas) was 
made by Jews of Alexandria, Egypt, around 250 BC.: the word is 
frequently written as -- LXX. Strictly speaking, the term should apply 
only to the — Pentateuch, but the name came to be used of the entire 
Greek translation of the OT," Ibid., 175. 
A Alan Hugh McNeile, The Gospel According to St. Matthew, 
Thornapple Commentaries, reprint (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980), 223. 
a Hendriksen, Exposition of the Gospel According to Matthew, 
613. 

John 15:26. 
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own master he stands or falls’';* (3) "Accept him whose faith is 
weak, without passing judgment on disputable matters"';’ (4) 
"ach one should be fully convinced in his own mind";'* (5) "Let 
us therefore make every effort to do what leads to peace and to 
mutual edification";'' and (6) "Accept one another, then, just as 
Christ accepted you, in order to bring praise to God.""’ These 
commands of the Holy Spirit are violated by many well-meaning 
believers. Today, perfect vision is required for fellowship, not so 
in the first century church. Are you receiving one another just as 
Christ has received you to God's glory? 

Christians are divided over doctrinal issues that God has 
not addressed or, at least, has not directly commanded or that is 
strictly cultural in nature; for example: (1) individual commu- 
nion cups versus one cup in the distnbution of the Lord's supper, 
(2) bread-breaking versus bread-pinching, (3) grape juice versus 
wine, (4) Sunday school versus one assembly in which the Word 
is taught, (5) acappella singing versus singing with the accompa- 
niment of an instrument, (5) purpose of a church treasury, (6) re- 
jection of guilty party in remarriage, (7) order of a so-called 
worship service, (7) the precise ritual of the so-called five acts of 
worship, (8) women wearing veils during the so-called worship 
service, (8) disfellowship Christians who accept other Christians 
who disagree with a particular brand of orthodoxy, that is, things 
that you disagree with, (9) Herald of Truth radio program” (10) 
Bible colleges to teach Christians for effective ministry, (11) one 
particular translation in exclusion to all others, [some elders only 
allow for the KJV}, (12) how to support missionary activities to 
reach the lost, (13) women translators for missionaries during a 
church service, etc. 


; Romans 14:4. 

; Ibid., 14:1. 

ry Ibid., 14:5. 

- Ibid., 14:19. 

Romans 15:7. Read also First Coriathians, chapter cight. 

“2 See O. B. Porterfield, "Herald of Error," in Seibles Road 
Church of Christ Bulletin (23 February 1997):1. 


il? 


Today, even as in the time of Jesus, it is not uncommon 
for Christians to read Scriptures in isolation from one another to 
negate clear commands concerning behavior toward differences. 
In the words of William Barclay, ". . . they had come to prefer 
their own man-made ingenuities to the great simplicities of the 
Law of God.""* Again, Barclay explains: 


To the Scribes and Pharisees worship was ritual ceremory lav; 
to Jesus worship was the clean heart and the loving life. Here is 
the clash. And that clash still exists What is worship? Even 
toduy there are many who would say that worship ts net worship 
unless it ts carned out by a priest ordained in a cotain succes 
ston, in a building consecrated in a certain way, and from a litur- 
gy laid down by a certain Church. And all these things are 
edernals, ... @ne of the greatest defuusons of worship over laid 
down was laid down by Wilham Temple: "To worship is to 
quicken the conscenee by the holiness of God, to feed the mind 
with the truth of God, to purge the imagination by the beauty of 
God, to open the heart to the love of God, to devote the 11ll to the 
purpose of God,..." Religion can never be founded on any 
ceremonies or rite; religion mest always be founded on per- 
sonal relationships between man and man." 


This is just as true today as it was in the time of Jesus. 

Many Chnistians are not as concerned about right conduct as 
they are about nght ritual. Jesus cites Isaiah as a stinging rebuke 
to the religious leaders for their replacement of what really mat- 
ters with ritual. 

Jesus answered, “Isaiah was right when he spoke about you 

hypocrites. He wrote, “These peoyle shuw honor to me with 

words, but their hearts are far from me. Their worship of me ts 

wortiiless. The things they teach are nothing bid human rules.’ 

Isataht 29:13 You have stopped follonwmg the commands of 

God, and you follow only human teachings.””° 


—_—_—-- ee eee ——$ —_ ——. = — SS aT 


. Wiltiam Barclay, 7he Gospel According to Matthew, revised 


edition (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1975), 117. 
. Ibid. 


is Mark 7: 6-8, The New Century Version, (Dallas, 
Texas: Word Publishing) 1987, 1988, 1991. 
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Is this citation from Isaiah by Jesus still the dilemma that 
confronts the Christian community today? It appears that this 
reference from the prophet is appropriately applied to many reli- 
gious leaders today as well as to those that Jesus confronted in 
Gennesaret. 


This combat in Gennesaret is preceded with John the 
Baptist's ministry in the desert area of Judea.'’ Matthew records 
this first encounter: "Many of the Pharisees and Sadducees came 
to the place where John was baptizing people. When John saw 
them, he said, “You are all snakes! Who wamed you to run away 
from God’s coming punishment? Do the things that show you 
really have changed your hearts and lives."’* God is more con- 
cerned about the heart and life than He its with rituals. 


Their religion was external, not internal. God is con- 
cerned about the inner man, not just the outer man. For in- 
stance, the next reference to the Pharisees and the Scribes is in the 
Sermon on the Mount.” Jesus tells his disciples that "I tell you 
that if you are no more obedient than the teachers of the law and 
the Pharisees, you will never enter the kingdom of heaven.” 
Another clash involves the "teachers of the law" when Jesus heals 
a paralytic.”' They accused Jesus of blasphemy. He responds by 
saying, “Why are you thinking evil thoughts? Which is easier: to 
say, ‘Your sins are forgiven,’ or to tell him, ‘Stand up and 
walk’?" -tobe continued 

PO. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 

email: burdettes@mindspring.com 

i Matthew 3:1. | 
i Matthew 3:7-8, The New Century Version, (Dallas, 
Texas: Word Publishing) 1987, 1988, 1991. 
? Matthew 5:1 -- 7:28, 
i. Matthew 5:20, The New Century Version. 
1 Matthew 9:1-7. 
sd Matthew 9:4, The New Century Versien. 
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THE ORDINANCES OF GOD 
NEW TESTAMENT ORDINANCES 


By R. L. Kilpatrick 


Why should anyone obey God? If we say because we fear 
the wrath of God, we are naming a reason that is unacceptable. 
Obedience from fear is not worship, Paul speaks of this principle 
when he said that if there is anything true, honest, just, pure, 
lovely, of good report, virtuous and praiseworthy, we should 
THINK on these things (Phil. 4:8), ''because whatsoever a man 
thinketh in his heart so is he" (Prov. 23:7). Therefore, let your 
mind dwell upon things that are pure and holy and you will 
eventually become pure and holy because you ARE what you 
think - “out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaks 
(Mat. 12:34). This is the manner in which we "add" to our faith, 
virtue, knowledge, etc. We can be sure that none of these virtu- 
ous qualities will be added unless some time is spent thinking 
about them. Jesus and the Cross of Calvary is the source of all 
goodness and holiness. In rehearsal we are reminded of the great 
merciful acts of God at Calvary and we are overwhelmed with 
gratitude. 


The principle involved in remembrance is that the event 
cecalled signifies the goodness of God, and since man responds fa- 
vorably to kindness, then he is motivated to obey God out of sheer 
gratitude for what He has done for us through Christ. ''We love 
God because he first loved us." We must be forgiving because 
God forgave us. Note that it is always God who acts first, and 
then it is His love and kindness seen in the act itself that serves as 
the “cause” of our obedience. This is the heart of the Christian 
ethic. Obedience must be voluntary. It must stem from free will. 
Obedience may be freely offered only when it is motivated by 
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gratitude. The kind of obedience that comes through fear is not 
of free will and it cannot please God. 


NEW TESTAMENT ORDINANCES 


The New Testament gives us two ordinances, baptism and 
the Lord's Supper. Baptism is clearly a rehearsal of the death, 
burial and resurrection of our Lord, which, according to Paul, is 
the "gospel" (1 Cor. 15:1-4). In Romans 6:4, he said, "We were 
buried therefore with him by baptism unto death, so that as 
Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too 
might walk in newness of life." So whenever we are baptized we 
are reminded of His death, burial and resurrection, and when we 
hear about it, or read about it in scripture, or witness it, we re- 
hearse the gospel. 

In view of Israel's many celebrations of the Exodus in the 
various feast days, it seems strange that Paul would say, ''More- 
over, brethren, J would not that ye should be ignorant how that 
all our fathers were under the cloud, and all passed through the 
sea. And were all baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the 
sea" (1 Cor. 10:1 @). If there was anything that Israel knew, it was 
her exodus history! It could that Paul had in mind the spiritual 
implications of the Red Sea crossing, that God was setting forth a 
type which pointed forward to the Cross of Calvary some 1400 
years later. For he goes on to say that they all drank from that 
"spiritual rock" that followed them, which was Christ, and ate 
the "spiritual meat" that God provided. Bothg water and meat 
were physical but they were spiritual in the sense that they were 
given from heaven. from God who Is Spint. 


THE DOCTRINE OF RE-ENACTMENT 
The Catholic Church teaches a doctrine similar to "rehearsal"' ex- 
cept they call it 'Re-enactment'' Re-anactment is exemplified in 
the doctrine of transubstantiation, meaning that when the bread 
and wine on the Lord's table are blessed, they literally turn into 
the body and blood of Christ. This teaching is essential to Catho- 
lic theology. It is taught that in eating the Lord's Supper ("‘eating 
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their God," as savages have called it) the actual Holiness of Christ 
is infiised (digested) into the soul of the partricipant which then 
constitutes him as truly ''Holy."’ This changing of the character 
of the believer is the basis for the changing of his ''standing" be- 
fore God to that of "righteousness."" This is where Luther took 
issue with Catholic theology, for he believed that a sinner was 
"declared" righteous on the basis of faith, and not that one be- 
comes righteousn through actual infusion of God's Holy charac- 
ter. Robert Brinsmead quotes the Jesuit scholar, Navone, as 
saying: 


Jesus prescribes that we re-enact the perfection of life 
thatis his Father's and his own. Scripture, in this re- 
spect, is a script that is also a prescriptien te be re- 
enanted for the healing and enlightenment that is 
our salvation.’ 


In the same vein another. Jesuit scholar is quoted as 
Saying: 


We celebrate, indeed, what we are. We joyfully and 
confidentally witness to the life which is in us... We 
celebrate the "Kingdom of God," which "is within 


you,'” 


Instead of honoring Chnist for his work on the cross, this 
teaching honors the believer for what he has become through in- 
fused grace. His attention is turned from Christ to himself, from 
Christ's great suffering to the believers internal renewal by the 
Holy Spirit. In an actual sense the believer worships himself for 
what he has become through infusion. He has placed himself on 
God's throne and considers himself to be Divine because of his 
Nayene, as quoted by Robert Brinsmead, The Pattern of 
Redemptive History (Verdict Publications), 92. 

. Ibid. 
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inner godliness. It also means that Jesus must die repeatedly in 
that his flesh and blood must be consumed again and again so as 
to provide those elements which “substantiates” his assumed di- 
vine life. The doctrine is utterly repulsive. 


THE SMITTEN ROCK 

On the way to Mount Sinai, the desert travelers com- 
plained to Moses about the lack of water. God commanded 
Moses to "'strike'’ the rock for water (Ex. 17:6). This is an ob- 
vious type of Christ our Rock of Ages who was "'smitten" at Cal- 
vary who, even though smitten, gave forth living waters to a 
dying worid. Later, in a similar case, God commanded Moses to 
speak" to the rock for water, but he smote the rock as before 
(Num. 20:11). Moses sinned because he "did not sanctify'' God 
in the eyes of the people. He also violated a type. The Rock of 
Ages is not to be smitten again! He died once for all! Hereafter it 
is only necessary to speak to him for the living waters that flows 
from his heavenly throne. He will not be crucified again nor will 
his flesh and blood be eaten except in a symbolic sense. The case 
of Moses illustrates the kind of importance that God places on 
Old Testament types. 


This same lesson is taught in the case of Nadab and Abri- 
hu, the priestly sons of Aaron. Their offering of "strange fire" 
violated a very meaningful type. On the day that the taberenacle 
was inaugurated, God sent fire from heaven to ignite the sacrifice 
— compared to the descent of the Holy Spirit on Pentecost “like as 
of fire'' when the church was inaugurated. Fire from the court- 
yard altar was to be taken into the Holy Place, symbolic of the 
church, and placed on the altar of incense. The burning incense 
finds its antetype in the prayers of the saints rising as a sweet- 
smelling savor to God (cf. Rev. 8:3,4). Since the fire from heaven 
that lit the sacrifice is surely representative of the Holy Spirit, 
then "strange fire’ would have to typify another kind of spirit ". . 
. ho one can say ‘Jesus is Lord’ except by the Holy Spint" (1 Cor. 
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12:3). This strange spirit must undoubtedly have been the spirit 
of Nadab and Abihu themselves. They set out to do their own 
thing, on their own authority, without considering the origin of 
the commandment and without having the proper respect for it. 
Fire from the altar consumed them. Shall we say that ''He who 
offers strange fires of worship shall die by strange fire''? - Cont'd. 
2710 Day Road, Huntsville, Alabama 35801 


CHRIST JESUS - OUR RANSOM 
When the Old Once More is New 


By Roy Key Part2 


Arthur Gossip, a Scotsman, was during World War 1, a 
British Chaplain in Europe. One day he came on a dead laddie 
lying all alone. Why out of all those hundreds this one so affected 
him he could never tell. But, there he was, somebody's dearest, so 
still and so alone. In some way the dead eyes with solemn chal- 
lenge seemed to look in to his own. The dead lips crying so loud 
that his heart heard the words, "This is my body, broken for 
you.” There on the battlefield they had a kind of communion ser- 
vice... the Lord Christ, the dead laddie and the minister. Gossip 
says, ''] swore that because he had died for us, please God, I 
would be worthier of that sacrifice." 


If that were your son or brother, would you remember? 
Whenever his name was mentioned, you eyes would glow and 
your heart stir. That's your dear one whom you have held. . . 
touched. . . loved. To whom you have opened your heart and soul. 
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Suty Minutes showed a father who had been immersed in 
his work, A good executive leading a rather ordinary life for ex- 
ecutives. Until... one night his son was brutally murdered. By a 
handgun. In this violent nation the issue of uncontrolled hand- 
guns was for him no longer academic. It was his son who was 
murdered! It was no longer possible to say, ‘I don't have an 
opinion ... I don’t have time ... I don't want to get involved." 
What is it that does this for us with "the old, old story of Jesus 
and his love?"" Nothing less than the Holy Spirit, who brings the 
words to life. 


Words on the page, words on the lips, words in the air, 
are not the "word of God."" That word "living and active and 
sharper than any two-edged sword." That word that when ut- 
tered accomplishes what is said, That word addresses us per- 
sonally. Calls our name. Puts us on notice and under orders. 
The written word, the spoken word, is designed to be carrier of 
that “living word." But, it can be carvied only that are not paths 
packed hard by the world's traffic. Until the words leap from the 
lips or lines to penetrate our hearts they shall remain academic, 
and we shall remain dead. No matter how much we know or how 
hard we work.. . scrupulously, brilliantly dead. 

We sing, "'I love to tell the Story, for those who know it best 

seem hungering and thirsting to hear it like the rest." 


Those who know it best are by it still moved, as was that lad who 
for the first time heard his uncle tell it, For that's God coming in 
Jesus Christ to set me free! 

But I must know that I need to be set free. Free from my 
bondage to fear. My anxiety about the future. About my bank 
account. . . my health. .. my loved ones. .. my family in Christ. . . 
this town. . . this nation that I love. . . this world God is making 
new. I need freedom from the lust of things. For too much of the 
wrong kinds of food. For too much leisure. For greater 
recognition. 


127 


I need freedom from illness and pain. Either healing of 
the body or the spirit so that it can rest and grow and rejoice in 
an inadequate body until He makes it all fresh and new. I need 
freedom from guilt, from bad memories and bad conscience. And 
from all this He came to ransom me. 

But, He sets me free at an incredible cosz. 

It is this cost to which this word "ransom" points. Other 
metaphors point to other aspects of the Atonement. "Substitu- 
tion" is one of those figures. "Sacrifice" is another. A word fre- 
quently heard in wartime, but meaningful anytime. As 
sacrifice” lifts up the enormity of the price paid, the extremity of 
the cost required, and "substitution" lifts up the freedom of the 
one for whom the price is by another paid, so ''ransom”" lifts up 
both realities, both the cost and the freedom by another bought. 

The figures are at one and the same time incalculably 
valuable and definitely limited. Each says something, but must 
not be twisted into saying something else. That we are saved by 
Self-giving of Jesus Christ is our "Good News." How we are 
saved we attempt in all kings of ways to portray, yet never fully 
explain. Academic interest seeks explanation, Theological inter- 
est seeks interpretation. Ethical interest seeks motivation. But 
when we know ourselves the victim, we seek the experience itself. 
. freedom. . . however poorly or well we understand. We do not 
refuse to leave the prison cell until we walk out a master lock- 
smith. (Nor do we walk out...alone. We conclude by affuming- 
that we are only free together.) - Continued 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


COMMANDMENTS OF MEN 
By Dallas Burden | Part Sof 


Matthew records another confrontation with the Pharisees 
concerning His disciples picking and eating grain on the 
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Sabbath.’ Matthew chapter twenty-four is the most exhaustive 
treatment of their spiritual condition that one can read.’ 


To arrive at a correct diagnosis of the words of Jesus, one 
must analyze the Scriptures that disseminates God's attitude to- 
ward religion that consist in external regulations rather than one’s 
personal relationship to God and to man. The teaching in Mat- 
thew 15:1-9 is that not all the outward rituals in the world can 
compensate for a heart that is full of self-love and harshness and 
ill-will.” With God religion consist in a personal relationship with 
our fellowman. Jesus cites Isaiah as relevant to their own day, 
even though Isaiah prophesied about 739 BC.° An example of 
their degradation is reported by the prophet: 


Your hands are full of bleod; wash and make 
yourselves Clean. Take your evil deads out of my 
sight! Stop doing wrong, learn to do right! Seck 
justice, encourage the oppressed. Defend the 
cause of the fatherless, plead the case of the 
widow,’ 


° Matthew 12:1-8. 

’ This author suggest that you read the book of Matthew and list 
every occurrence of the Pharisees and Scribes and Sadducees. This 
reading takes approximately two hours. This exercise should set the 
tone for a proper understanding of the "commandments of men” that 
Jesus attacked. 

‘ Isaiah 1: 1Sb-17, The New International Version, 


(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Publishing House) 1984. 
The book of Isaiah is an excellent. commentary on Matthew 
15:1-9.A classic example of this type attitude condemned by Jesus is 
prevalent in the Seibles Road church of Christ Bulletin. If you wish to 
order this paper, the address is: $41 Scibles Road, Montgomery, Ala. 
36116. 
‘ Isaiah 1: 15b-17, The New International Version, 
(Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Publishing House) 1984. 
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The Holy Spirit also addressed Israel through Hosea: 

"For I desire mercy, not sacnfice, and acknowledgment of God 
rather than burnt offerings.* Christians, as well as Israel, often la- 
bor under the impression that correct "external instructions’’ Is 
all that matters, but this is not so. One may be mistaken about 
many things in Scripture and still be saved. But, on the other 
hand, one may be wrong about Jesus and be right about all the 
other things in the Scriptures and yet be lost. One's relationship 
to God is not based upon absolute knowledge but upon one's ac- 
ceptance of Jesus as Lord in one's life. It is not ''Hfat do you be- 
lieve?" but ''Jn wkoni do you believe?" 


James, the Lord's brother, writes: ''If you keep the royal 
law found in Scripture, ‘love your neighbor as yourself,’ you are 
doing right."” The law of love’’ is called "royal," because it is the 
supreme law that is the source of all other laws governing human 
relationships. Love is the whole of all such laws.'' The teachers of 
the law, as recorded in Matthew 15:1-9, had not learned this 
great truth. This lack of love is still true on the part of many 
Christians; bitterness and hatred are invoked to maintain the 
traditions of men. The Pharisees sought means whereby they 
could avoid their responsibilities to their parents through their 
rules and regulations. 


For the Pharisees and Scnbes, worship was ritual, liturgi- 
cal tradition, and ceremonial; but to Jesus, worship was the clean 
heart and a right relationship with one another. William Barclay 
succinctly captures the opposition between Jesus and the teachers 
of the law: 


Here is the Clash and the collision; here is the contest be- 
tveen two kinds of religion and two kinds of worship. To 








? Hosea 6:6, [biel. 

James 2:8. 

0 Leviticus 19:18. 

™ See Matthew 22:36-40; Remans 13:8-10. 
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the Scribes and Pharisees religion was the observance of 
certain outward rules and regulations and rituals, such as 
the correct way to wash the hands before eating; it was the 
striet observance of a legalistic outlook on all life. To Je- 
sus religion was a thing which had us seat in the heart; it 
was a thing which issued in compasston and kindness, 
which are above and beyond the law.'” 


Jesus quoted from Isaiah” to prove that worship that sim- 
ply originates “'with the lips" and not from the heart is vain wor- 
ship. Isaiah denounced the religious leaders because their worship 
consisted of rules taught by men. Jesus also taught that worship 
that embodies "commandments of men" is vain worship. An ex- 
cellent example of rules taught by men ts recorded by Isaiah: 


Woe to those who make unjust laws, to those who issue 
oppressive decrees, to deprive the poor of ther rights and 
withhold justice from the oppressed of my people, making 
many widows their prey and robbing the fatherless."“ 


Again, one finds the hypocrisy among the religious leaders 
of Isaiah's day: ‘Woe to those who go to great depths to hide 
their plans from the Lord, who do their work in darkness and 
think, 'Who sees us? Who will know?" The leaders of Israel 
were involved in their rules and regulations that had the force of 
law, yet they had no concept of right and wrong as defined by 
God."* In the parable of the sheep and the goats,'’ Jesus says that 
the basis for judgment will be whether love ts shown to God's 
people. 
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y Barclay, The Gospel According to Matthew, vol. 2, 117. 
P Isaiah 29:13, 

le Isaiah 1: 3-3. 

” Ibid., 29:15, 

See Isaiah 48:6-7, 

i Matthew 25:31-46. 
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Micah also enumerates a series of figures of speech char- 
actering the cruel way the leaders treat the people: “You stnp 
off the rich robe from those who pass by without a care... .""° 
One more he cries out: "They covet fields and see them, and 
houses, and take them. They defraud a man of his home, a fel- 
lowman of his inheritance."’° These Scriptures help to further 
elucidate the confrontation of Jesus with the religious leaders. 


This confrontation in Matthew 15:1-9 is carelessly quoted 
by many well-meaning Christians to justify their separation from 
other Christians under the pretense that their worship is vain if it 
does not coincide with the party cry.” To simply quote a 
Scripture is not sufficient. Satan cited Scripture to Jesus, but this, 


2 Micah 2:8. 
M2 Ibid., 2:2. 
me See Jodie Brown, "The Melting Pot," in O. B. Porterfield, ed., 


Setbles Road Church of Christ bulletin (27 April 1997): 3, where he 
says, "Therefore, before we can have fellowship with one another, we 
must both be walking in the truth of God's Word. To extend the right 
band of fellowship to those who are teaching error, regardless of how 
well intentioned and sincere they may be, would be in violation of 1 
John 1:3-7. Jesus said of such teachers, "...in vain they do worship me, 
teaching for doctrines the commandments of men (Matthew 15:9)." 
What is this quote all about. Believe it or not, he is accusing Christians 
associated with the Promise Keepers as worshipping God in yain. 

a For a classic example of carelessness in quoting Scripture, see 
David Hester, "Celebrating Division," in the Seibles Road Church of 
Christ Bulletin (15 June 1997): 4, in which he writes: "Romans 
16:17-18 is stil? in our Bibles, and will be until the Lord comes again. 
We need to read it, and heed it." This brother, whom I consider to be 
sincere, assumes that if someone differs with his interpretation then he 
is causing division. All Christians admit that Romans 16:16-17 is stiil 
in the Bible, but many Christians do not believe his interpretation is in 
the Bible. He makes the mistake of equating his interpretation with 
the Bible itself. It appears, so it seems from his many writings, that he 
cannot distinguish between the two. It is true that Satan also quoted 
Scripture and could have said to Jesus after Jesus corrected his 
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Scriptures to show that he had not applied God's Word in tts true 
meaning. Simply reciting Matthew 15:1-9, as many Christians 
do, is not adequate to justify their taking a meat cleaver to those 
who differ from their own interpretation and hack them to pieces. 


As one continues to examine the chain of events sur- 
rounding Jesus’ encounter with the Devil, one discovers Satan 
again citing Scripture to try to intimidate Jesus. After the Devil 
took Jesus to the highest point of the temple, he quotes Psalms 
91:11-12: 


For he will command his angels concerning you to guard 
you in all your ways; they will lift you up in thar hands, so 
that you will not strike your foot against a stone. 


But Jesus cites another Scripture: "Do not test the Lord 
your God. ...""* One wonders if the following thought entered 
Satan's mind: "Psalms 91:11-12 is still in our Bibles, and will be 
until the Lord Comes again, *"”° Satan quoted God's Word, but 
he did not employ the Scriptures in its Context; he ignored and 
interpreted the meaning. 


It is not sufficient to just cite ''commandments of men," 
and then without regard to the historical circumstances apply this 
phrase to teachings that you do not adhere to. To illustrate the 
principle, consider the following: As a young preach boy, I was 
taught ‘to speak where the Bible speaks and be silent where the 
bible is silent." On the surface, this slogan sounded excellent, but, 
the only problem, no one could adhere perfectly to that cliché. 
There is a difference between "speaking as the Bible speaks" and 
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misapplication, ‘Well it is still there.” And it was. But Satan 
misinterpreted this Scripture just as Hester misinterprets Romans 
16:16-17. Just to quote a passage is not sufficient. 

- Deuteronomy 6:16. 

a See Hester, ‘Celebrating Division,” in Sethles Road Church of 
Christ Bulletin (15 June 1997):4, for a similar statement. 
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"speaking where the bible speaks.'' One may quote Scripture as 
Satan did without any reference to the totality of God's Revela- 
tion; But, every Christian must say as Jesus did to Satan, yes, but 
"it is written," 


CONCLUSION 

Have not Christians nullified God's commandment of 
love in order to justify their traditions of exclusiveness against 
those that to not bow to some sectarian attitude or interpretation 
that makes void other parts of the Word? God's Word ts nulli- 
fied when one advocates divisions in order to justify their divi- 
sions. The ones that nullify God's Revelations are not the 
individuals that follow the instructions of Paul in 1 Corinthians 8 
and Romans 14 and 15. If one would examine these Scriptures 
very carefully, one would quickly see how believers make void the 
commandments to love God and to love one's neighbor. Jesus 
says, ''This is his command; to believe in the name of his Son, Je- 
sus Christ, and to love one another as he commanded us''” 
Again, Paul exhorts Christians to ‘Accept one another, then, just 
as Christ accepted you, in order to bring praise to God."” How 
has God received you? Did He not received you with warts and 
all? Has he not received you with imperfection in your life and 
imperfection in your knowledge? Remember that God has not 
made one's salvation contingent upon absolute knowledge of His 
Word. Ifso, none could be saved, not EVEN YOU! 

PO Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
email: burdettes@mindspring.com 


KETCHERSIDE REPRINTS 


The Ketcherside Reprint Project is completed. You can order the 
set ($195.00, [11 leather bound volumes] plus shipping & han- 
dling) from College Press, P.O. Box 645, Joplin, MO 64802, or 


"8 1 John 3:23. 
2 Romans 15:7. 
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Leroy Garrett, 1300 Woodlake Dr., Denton, TX 76205; also Cecil 
Hook, 10905 SW Mira Court. Tigard, OR 97223. 


WHEN I WAS A CHILD 


By Elmer Prout 


When I was a child, I talhed like a child, I thought 
bike a child, Treasoned like a child. 
I Corinthians 13:11 (NIV) 


As J read that verse the other day a picture of my father 
flashed before my eyes. I remembered how I saw him when | 
was five years old. 


At that point he was the greatest man I knew. His hands 
were huge, Strong. Hardened from farm work. But gentle as he 
tucked me into bed. I was sure that my dad could whip any per- 
son in the whole world. I was convinced that he knew everything. 
I was absolutely certain that he could do anything that was worth 
doing. 

Every word he said was true. Everything he did was 
right. The way he ate, dressed, drove, worked — all of it was the 
one and only way. 

Then one day [ caught the measles. To my total surprise 
my father caught them too. He was in bed for weeks. His recov- 
ery took months, 

My dad with a kid's disease. I could not imagine such a 
thing. How could this have happened to him? Super-Dad? Why 
he wasn't even immune from measles. 

My dreams crashed to earth. Daddy shrank right before 
my eyes. He could not do everything. He did not know all the 
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important things. He couldn't whip the world. He was not the 
greatest. 

What was happening? Who was changing? What was 
shrinking? Change did occur. Something did shrink. But it was 
not my dad. It was my perception of him. My father had always 
been less than I had thought him to be. He never had been able 
to whip the whole world. He had not known everything. He 
could not have done all I believed he could. He was an ordinary 
person. An average man that I had turned into an idol. 

It was a moment of truth. Now that my idol was shat- 
tered did I still have a father? Was the man who suffered from 
measties really my dad? Could he be a father to me? Would I al- 
low him to do that? 

I could not have put those thoughts into words. But the 
fact is that my dad's reality was, and always has been, different 
from my fantasies. The acceptance of that reality was an inescap- 
able part of growing up. 

It's impossible to give the exact date, but at some point in 
my youth I began to formulate ideas about God. I read the Bible. 
I went to Sunday School and church. I heard gospel meeting ser- 
mons. I attended a Christian day school. 

Those experiences fed my mind and heart with thoughts 
about God. I learned that special words should be used to refer to 
God. I made lists: Creator, Lord. Ruler, Lawgiver, Judge, Holy, 
Almighty, Eternal .. . Good, strong words about God. The Old 
Testament stories of God's power and strictness, anger and judg- 
ment caught my attention in a special way. I decided that God 
was primarily the divine Lawgiver — an old law for Moses and 
David; a new law for us. 

As the years passed I pondered what I was hearing. I put 
it together in what became my personal system of thought. I was 
quite satisfied with my picture of God and his will. My thoughts 
about God made God the right size to fit into my mind. From 
right to left my brain was exactly the size to contain God as I 
imagined him. 
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I was convinced that my understanding was the correct 
description of the Deity, I was certain that my evaluation of peo- 
ple was identical to God's. I was sure that God drew the same 
lines that I drew. I did not doubt that I knew who was in with 
God and who was out. I did not hesitate to say ‘Well, you can 
think whatever you wish. But I know that God ts not pleased 
with this, this, this and..." 

It was a comfortable, heady, smug time for me. God was 
at home in my head. I had looked for God. I had found God. I 
had organized the facts about God. God was settled in my brain 
and in the system I had prepared for him. 

That was when the "measles" struck again. This time 
they did not strike my dad. They struck me. They hit that well 
organized thought system on which I set such store. When it was 
all over I realized that God cannot be contained in any human 
mind — especially not in mine. 

It happened like this. I was reading Mark 9:38-4] 
""Teacher,' said John, 'we saw a man driving out demons in your 
name and we told him to stop, because he was not one of us.' ‘Do 


not stop him,’ Jesus said, 'for whoever is not against us is for us." 
That gave me a jolt. Jesus’ words to John did not fit into 


my picture of God. I was shaken. But I soon settled back into my 
normal smugness. Settled back, that is, until I read a statement 
or two from Job. 
And these are but the outer fringes of his works; how 
faint the whisper we hear of him! Who then can un- 
derstand the thunder of his power? - Job 26:14 
(NIV). 

Those words carried an impact I could not ignore. Was I 
claiming to have heard more clearty than Job? Had I mistaken a 
faint whisper for a full voice? 

Still, I was tempted to turn away from Job's story. 
Tempted to turn deeper into my self-constructed certaintes. But 
the text lured me on. I heard God's challenge to Job — "I will 
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question you, and you shall answer me" (Job. 40:7). Job's reply 
shook me to the depths of my soul. 
! am unworthy — how can I reply to you? I put ny 
hand over my nwuth. I spoke once, but I have no 
answer — twice, but I will say no more... Surely I 
spoke of things I did not undeastand, things too won- 
derful for me to know. .. (John 40:4, 5; 42:5.6). 


God did not and would not fit into Job's mold. God re- 
fused to be a mental idol as surely as he refused to be an image of 
wood, stone or metal. 


With the words of those passages ringing in my ears I saw 
all of my formulas and systems pushed to the side. Every line in 
my catalog of quick and sure answers was deleted. My illustra- 
tions of certainty were shattered. 


It was time for encouragement. I found it in Paul's letter 
to the Ephesian believers. 


I keep asking that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
the glorious Father, may give you the Spirit of wis- 
dom and revelation, so that you may know him better 
... may have power. . . to know this love that sur- 
passes knowledge. . .to him who is able to do immea- 
surably more than all we ask or imagine ." (Eph. 
1:17,18; 3:14-21, NIV). 


Paul's words made me think again of childhood. My 
childish picture of my father had been too large. My dad never 
was a big as [ had imagined him to be. But regardless of my fan- 
tasies that man was my father. He was a person in his own right. 
His nature and character was not determined by my understand- 
ing. He was my parent whether | pictured him correctly or not. 
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When the fog of my childish illusions cleared I began to 
see that my father was a person who invited me into deeper per- 
sonal relationship with him. I came to realize that relatio ship is 
the key to life between a father and a child. I was being ca ed be- 
yond imagination into reality. Called by a man who simply 
wanted to be trusted as my father rather than as an idol of my 
design. 

If my picture of my dad was too large my picture of God 
was too small, God never was the size, texture, nature or tem- 
perament that | had imagined him to be, God is, always has 
been, and always will be larger than I thought. In fact, God is 
larger than I am able to think (Eph. 3:19-20). 

The question that faces me is "Will I accept the God who 
is larger than my specifications?" Will I trust and obey the God 
who will not allow himself to be pressed into a mold?" 

We are challenged to go beyond our collected bits of in- 
formation. We are called to think beyond lists of facts. We are 
urged not to be bound by the lines of human logic and systemat- 
ics. We are invited to know God in Christ Jesus (see John 1:14, 
18; 14:9; 17:3). In Christ and because of Christ, we find that God 
is more personal than we ever dreamed. We learn to mistrust our 
human understandings. But as we experience that mistrust of 
human designs we are enabled to turn to God with a growing 
trust in who God really is. Now it is not theories about God but 
God himself to whom we cling. 

P. O. Box 361, Graton, California 95444 


No issue in August. Gone fishing! - Editor 


NEW BOOK 
In the making is a new book by the editor to be titled 'Restract- 
uring the Church". It will be approximately 115 pages and will 
sell for $5.00. It is already written and the only thing unresolved 
is how to pay the publisher. But we'll figure that out... 
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THE ORDINANCES OF GOD 
THE CALVARY EXODUS 


The Calvary Exodus is the gospel. It is something that 
cannot be reenacted. It will never be repeated because God has 
accomplished ail that he intended by the cross event. Now we 
need only to '‘cail on the name of the Lord" to be saved. The 
cross is to be "remembered,"' brought to mind, rehearsed in the 
Lord's Supper ordinance. Through this ordinance, like the IJsra- 
elites of old, we are "kept safe," "guarded." ''watched over" 
through the principle of obedience found in "remembrance." 
The Lord's Supper is our seal and sign of the covenant, our 
pledge of allegiance to our Lord and his pledge of "oneness" with 
his covenant body. "Do this in remembrance of me" contains a 
principle that affects our whole lives, for we are living rehearsals 
of the gospel. All events of our lives are living memorials of the 
gospel. They are the sacraments through which "grace" is 
imparted. 


There is a true sense in which Christian graces are infused 
into the being of those who practice (remember) the gospei. Un- 
like Catholic teaching, there is no mysterious transfer of divine at- 
tributes in rehearsal. It is not something that comes to us enternal 
of the thing remembered. The "grace" that is infused is inherent 
in the principle previously stated. By allowing the mind to dwell 
upon things that are "good" (which can only be of Christ) we 
"grav more and more like Him in our life of sanctification. We 
are not sanctified to become holy by remembrance because sanc- 
tification is a growth process. We grow more holy (become more 
sanctified) by rehearsing the gospel. The more we grow in holi- 
ness the more we are sanctified. Sanctification can only come 
through holiness. This is a kind of righteousness that comes 
through good works. 
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However it is not a righteousness that God declares to us 
in justification. It is a kind of righteousness that comes to us in 
doing good things." John said, "Little children, et no one de- 
ceive you. He who does night is righteous (1 John 3:7). This is 
sanctification. We are sanctified by the right things” that we do, 
but we are justified by the thing that Christ did at Calvary. We 
had no part in justification because it is a free gift of God, but we 
do have a part in sanctification because it is conditioned on what 
we do in our blood-bought freedom. This is that which will be 
brought before God in judgment that will determine our reward. 
We will be judged by the law of liberty, not for eternal life, which 
we already possess, but to determine the "degree" of reward 
which God has in store for his sanctified people. Eternal life is al- 
ready determined, declared to be ours through faith (John 5:24; J 
John 3:13). It came to us because of what Christ did and not be- 
cause of what we will do. It can never be earned by good works 
or by becoming holy, even though, as Luther said, we will not be 
saved without holiness. 


SYMBOLISM OF THE ORDINANCES 


The Lord's Supper is symbolic. It is a "sign." It is not the 
Real but a means of pointing us to the Real, the crucifixion of 
Christ and his resurrection. It is not the nature of a sign to point 
to itself, but must point away from itself to that which is symbol- 
ized, the reality. Therefore the Catholic doctrine of transubstan- 
tiation does not meet the requirements of a sign or of symbology 
because it points to the "changed substance” of the Lord's Sup- 
per itself as the Reality. 


There ts great similarity between the two New Covenant 
ordinances, i.e., the Lord's Supper and Baptism. Our under- 
standing will be enhanced if we would remember that ordinances 
in both the Old and New Covenants were designed to 'symbol- 
ize" and for rehearsal in keeping the believer secure in his rela- 
tionship with God. Note carefully these points. 
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The Lord's Supper is a New Covenant ordinance. It is 
symbolic, pointing away from itself. It is a visible screen onto 
which ts depicted a Person's death - as opposed to the reality of 
that death. The bread and wine are visible, tangible elements 
through which the mind travels to the object of the ordinance, the 
Christ, and his death. 

Baptism is a New Covenant ordinance and contains the 
same features as the Lord's Supper; that ts, it is a symbolic act 
pointing away from itself — as opposed to any immediate reality 
connected to the physical act. It is a visible representation of a 
Person's death, burial, and most important, His resurrection. 
The physical act of baptism is the manner in which the "real" 
event is portrayed. Man, being of finite mind, and not too sound 
in forming spiritual images, must have the tangible, the visible, to 
hold on to for assurance. It is not enough for God to say, "your 
sins are forgiven through faith," for this leaves too many variables 
and uncertainties to contend with. At what point in time did 
faith "kick in?"’ "Js my faith good enough, or strong enough to 
exact the forgiveness of sins?"" What man needs Is a reference 
point, a specific time and piace and an act to point to so that he 
can say "There is when and where my sins were forgiven and 
when I became a Christian."" Baptism ts concrete. "Repent and 
be baptized for the remission of sins." 


Therefore, baptism is an ordinance that God has given to 
us as a gift to satisfy this human need. Baptism, rather than be- 
ing a pledge from us to God to live a Godly life, is a a pledge from 
God to us that our sins are forgiven. It is His "answer" to our ap- 
peal for a "clear conscience" (1 Pet. 3:21). We know that bap- 
tism, as such, does not forgive sins, for only the blood of Christ 
can do that. But baptism can give physical form to that spiritual 
operation. It is God's way of providing a screen onto which this 
powerful truth may be visualized and understood, thus providing 
us the assurance of salvation. 
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Baptism fer the Chnistian is what the Red Sea crossing 
was for the Israelites. Both are visible tines of demarcation, a line 
that signifies the passing from one condition to another, from 
Slavery to freedom, from the old world to the new world, from the 
kingdom of Satan to the kingdom of heaven, and from the old 
way of life to a new way of life. Just as ''water"™ was instrumental! 
in saving Noah and his family, the water of baptism is a “like fig- 
ure'' of our own salvation. Just as the closing walls of the Red Sea 
sealed the passage to past slavery, the water of baptism sealed the 
passage to past sins. R. L. Greenhow has a most meaningful 
comment concerning the eradication of sin in the scheme of 
redemption. 


The death Christ died, he died to sin, that is to extir- 
pate it, to eliminate it totally from God's universe 
Jesus “appeared once for all at the end of the age to 
put avay sin by the sacrifice of himself" (Heb. 9). 
He was the Lamb of God who took away the sin of 
the world (Jn. 1). No sin attached to Jesus; he ident- 
fied himself with us in our sinful condition in order 
to expurgate the universe of all sin anid evil. Sin must 
be relegated to non-e@astence, so must the sinner, the 
man in Adam, So the man in Adami is never raised 
out of death; he cannot as dead be put right with 
God. Only in Christ is that possible. Only the man in 
Christ can be in a reght relationship with God, 
through faith. ' 


The analogy of baptism does not end with Christ's death, 
burial and resurrection, but continues on to symbolize our incor- 
poration into his spiritual body. ‘For if we have been united with 
him in a death like his, we shall certainly be united with him in a 


R. L. Greenhow, Righteous or Good? (Open Forun, Winsdor, 
Canada). Vol. 60, April, 1997. 
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resurrection like his" (Rom. 6:5). Note that in baptism we are 
"buried with him” (v. 4), symbolically uniting ourselves with His 
body in His death. We attest to this unity, this oneness, with the 
Lord and with fellow Christians when we assemble ("‘commune"’) 
around the Lord's Table. 


CONCLUSION 

Does the church need to be restructured? We believe it 
does. We need to develop a theology, especially concerning justi- 
fication, sanctification, grace, mercy, law, works, worship, and a 
whole host of other subjects. Restoration churches have dwelt 
upon biblical fundamentals for so long that they just naturally be- 
came formulated into a code of law due to a lack of understand- 
ing of biblical principles. We need also to cease prooftexting and 
taking scriptures out of context to support a traditional Church 
doctrine — especially Romans 16:17-18 and 2 John 9. These are 
two of the most widely abused scriptures in all the Bible, but there 
are many others. Our prayer is that this essay may stimulated 
thought and motivate the reader to do a more profound study of 
the scriptures. 


False Prophets: 
Who Are They’? 


By Dallas Burdette PART 1 


It is this last factor - our distance from the biblical 
writers in time and culture-that demands that we 
become good exegetes, if we are truly to understand 
the meaning of Scripture. We must wrestle with 
their use of words, syntax, and literary forms, which 
express their ideas, and we must hear those ideas 
within both the author's cultural contexts and 
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presuppositions, tf ever we are adequately to under- 
stand what they intended by their words.’ 


Christians often label those who disagree with their un- 
derstanding of the Scriptures as ''false prophets."" But, does the 
Holy Spirit employ this expression in this manner? How can one 
determine who is and who is not a false teacher? Is one a sham 
teacher simply because one believes in instrumentai music, hand- 
clapping in the assembly, solo singing, Sunday schools, individual 
communion cups, orphan homes, Bible colleges, etc.? Since Jesus 
was against imitation prophets, believers do have a 
responsibility to identify those who come under this classification. 
Just how does one recognize a false teacher? Are there any crite- 
ria in the Scriptures that can assist one in making this 
determination? 

ONE WHO IS NOT A FALSE TEACHER 

If one can determine who is not a false teacher, then this 
understanding should help one in deciding who is a true teacher. 
First, a false teacher is not necessarily someone who disagrees 
with one’s own interpretation of a particular passage of Scripture. 
In other words, a person who is mistaken is not necessarily a dis- 
loyal instructor. For instance, God has never made absolute per- 
fection in knowledge a condition of fellowship with Him or His 
children. If so, no one could be in a right relationship with God 
or any one else for that matter. One is not a spurious guide be- 
cause he or she fails to comprehend some truth that is not a 
condition for salvation. Just who ts a false prophet? What do the 
Scriptures say? Well, John, the apostle, informs Christians that a 
false prophet/teacher is one that denies that Jesus Christ has 
come in the flesh. In fact, he writes: 

Dear fitends, do not believe every spirit, but test the 

spirits to see whether they are from God, because 

__many false prophets have gone out into the world 2 _ 

Gerden D. Fee, Gospel and Spirit: Issues in New Testament 


Hermeneutics (Massachusetts: Hendricksen, 1991), 26. 
; Matthew 7:15, 24. 
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This is how you can recognize the Spirit of God: Ev- 

ery spirit that acknowledges that Jesus Christ has 

come in the flesh is from God, 3 but every spirit that 

does not acknowledge Jesus is not from God. This is 

the spirit of the antchrist, which you have heard is 

conung and even now ts already in the world* 

For John, the antichrist or false teacher is one that denies 
that Jesus has come in the flesh. Is the antichrist one that belicves 
in instrumental music? Is the antichrist one who believes in 
Sunday school"? Is the antichrists one who sings a solo in the as- 
sembly of the saints? According to John, who is the antichrist? 
How does John define the antichrists? Is one an cvil instructor or 
a wicked deceiver simply because one does not dot every "1" or 
cross every "t"’ in the Word of God exactly as some one else does. 
If so, every one is condemned. Perfection in knowledge is not a 
condition of salvation. Imperfection in knowledge does not neces- 
sarily mean that one is a false teacher. For example, Paul rebukes 
the Corinthians for not making allowances for shortcomings in 
understanding among some believers in the congregation: 

Now about food sacrificed to idols: We know that we 

all possess knowledge. Knowledge puffs up, but love 

builds up. 2 The man who thinks he knows some- 

thing does not yet know as he ought to know. 3 But 

the man whe loves God is known by God. ° 

Paul is clearly dealing with insufficient knowledge. Force- 
fully, the apostle says that no man knows every thing as he ought, 
to know, but, to the contrary, he does state emphatically that the 
person who loves God is known by God. For Paul, God loves the 
person with limited knowledge as well as the person with clear in- 
sight. With Paul, as long as one loves God — in spite of deficiency 
in apna — this person, as Paul, is a aia to God.. This 


es —_ — — a a = 








I ali 4:1-3, The New Internatienal Version, (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Zondervan Publishing House) 1984. All Scripture 
citations are from the NIV, where not otherwise indicated. 

; 1 Corinthians 8:1-3. 
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type person is stil] known by God, even with incorrect perception. 
The intent of the heart does play an important role in deciding 
who is and who is not acceptable to God. Again, Paul continues 
his line of reasoning with the weak brother: 

So then, about eating food sacrificed to idols: We 

know that an tdol is nothing at all in the world and 

that there is no God but one. 5 For even if there are 

so-called gods, whether in heaven or on earth (as in- 

deed there are many “gods” and many “lords”), 6 

yet for us there is but one God, the Father, from 

whom all things came and for whom we live; and 

there ts but one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom 

all things came and through whom we live. 

7 But not everyone knows this.° 

Did Paul condemn Christians with poverty of insight as 
false teachers? Does not he say that they are brothers? ‘So this 
weak brother, for whom Christ died, is destroyed by your knowl- 
edge. When you sin against your brothers in this way and wound 
their weak conscience, you sin against Christ,"’ writes Paul. 
There are certain principles that one can learn from the above 
citations from Scripture. For example, all truth ts truth, but not 
all truth is essential to one's salvation. Another benchmark is, all 
error is error, but not all error will condemn one’s soul. Paul does 
not teach that complete truth is prerequisite to redemption nor 
does he teach that all error will result in loss of salvation. Even 
though some of the Corinthians did not properly understand the 
teachings of God on the eating of meats, on the keeping of certain 
holy days, and on the nature of idols, not once did Paul indict the 
believers who misunderstood these truths as false teachers. In 
other words they were not accused of being dishonorable inter- 
preters of the Word. 

The general trend today is to equate anyone who differs 
with the status quo as being a false prophet. No room ts made for 


1 Corinthians 8:4-7a. 
1 Corinthians 8:1 1-12. 
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honest differences if the differences are not kosher, at least ac- 
cording to some Bible interpreters. Again, this essay calls upon 
Paul to see how one should react toward those whose knowledge 
is deficient in many areas. How did Paul deal with those who 
wanted to make correct interpretation the criteria by which one 
determines one's faithfulness or unfaithfulness to God. For this - 
evaluation, the Book of Romans, chapters 14 and 15, is an excel- 
lent commentary on Paul's attitude in this matter of reception 
and rejection. Paul cogently writes: 


Accept him whose faith is weak, without passing judg- 
ment on disputable matters. 2 One man’s faith allows 
him to eat everything, but another man, whose faith is 
weak, eats only vegetables. 3 The man who eats every- 
thing must not look down on him who does not, and the 
man who does not eat everything must not condemn the 
man who does, for God has aceepted him. 4 Who are you 
to judge someone else’s servant? To his own master he 
stands or falls. And he will stand, for the Lord is able to 
make him stand. * 


Paul did not denounce those that were mistaken in their 
thinking as being false teachers or prophets. Some of the Chris- 
tians were erroriess in their thinking, at least in the above issues, 
and some were wrong? Did Paul advocate throwing the imma- 
ture out of the synagogue as a means of rectifying inferior knowl- 
edge? Did he accuse them of being false teachers? What does 
Paul mean when he says, ''Who are you to judge someone else's 
servant?" How should one react to differences within the Chris- 
tian community? Is there a Scripture or Scriptures that articu- 
lates this controversy? Does Paul address this question in 
Romans [4: 5b? 

Is Paul, once more, admonishing Christians not to en- 
force their views upon someone else as a test of fellowship? Just 
what is Paul saying in 14:5b? This verse reads: "Each one should 


: Romans 14:1-4. 
1) 


be fully convinced in his own mind." What did this verse mean 
in the first century? What does this verse mean in the twentieth- 
century? Did Paul say that "Each one should be fully convinced 
in MY own MIND or does he say HIS own MIND? Which? Is it 
MY MIND OR HIS MIND? Almost without exception, certain 
segments of God's community interpret this verse with — "my 
own mine," not "his own mind." 
In this chapter (14), Paul continues to chide the brethren 

for passing judgment on others. he puts it graphically: 


For this very reason, Chnist died and returned to life 

so that he might be the Lord of both the dead and 

the liing. 10 You, then, why do you judge your 

brother? @r why do you look down on your brother? 

For we will all stand before God’s judgment seat.” 

Religious journals frequently judge their brothers, even 
though Paul asked the question: ''Why do you judge your broth- 
er?"’ Paul wanted this deciding to STOP. But, within various 
subdivisions of certain splinter-groups, the judging does not stop! 
Thus, it is advocated by some: agree with the status quo of a par- 
ticular party, or else, face persecution in the form of a write-up in 
a journal of orthodoxy and, at the same time, castigation from the 
true’ fold. From a quick perusal of chapter 14, one discovers 
that Paul's discourse on fellowship goes to great length to arrest 
this judging. In fact, he again writes: "Therefore let us stop pass- 
ing judgment on one another." Does this principle of not judg- 
ing apply to the twentieth-century? Do you judge other 
Christians? How do Christians go about rejecting the implica- 
tions of this chapter on differences in regard to fellowship? How 
can you implement this objectivity of Paul's admonition — stop 
passing judgment — into the life of the church? - Continued 

P, O. Box 20274, Montgomery, Alabama 36120 
e-mail: burdette@)mindspring 
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JESUS CHRIST - OUR RANSOM 
FREE TOGETHER 


By Roy Key PART 3 


Freedom alone is ''exile."' The only difference between 
"exile" and “solitary confinement" is the size of the cell. The 
lonely are the lost. Despite the Western romanticizing of “the 
rugged individual,"’ we are made for community. For fellowship. 
Powerful ecclesiastics seize the gift of God and forge it into a tool 
of control Though they are helpless to extend or withhold the 
Holy Spirit, they successfully withdraw their own and coerce oth- 
ers into following suit. So doing, they draw line after line until 
they construct their own little cell. 

Paul said, "There is one God, and One who brings God 
and (humanity) together the Man Christ Jesus, who gave Himself 
as a ransom to free all people." He said this in the context of 
urging prayer for all, particularly those who wield power .. . 
"kings and all in high places.'" He goes on to characterize the 
spirit of prayer, both for men and women. The "ransom" is "for 
all."". Those who love us and those who oppress us. Those who 
are like us and those who differ from us. In times of racial, eco- 
nomic and cultural diversity the temptation is to act as if there is 
one Mediator for "us'' and another for "them."' A "Ransom" 
not "for all,” but for ''us."’ 

When the Ransom is real it not only costs, it transforms 
and it unites. Hearts stretch. Spirits soar. Prayers ascend. 
Hands clasp. Like Jacob at the Jabbock we begin by praying, "I 
will not let You go until You bless me.'' We end by praying, "I! 
will not let You go until You bless him. Until you bless her."" For 
the payment has become for us not a legal transaction. Not a 


a. 1 Tim. 2:5 (Beck). 


divine nod to an abstract and external! "!aw of justice." The ran- 
som offered is "Life!" The Life of Jesus Christ Himself. 

There ts the account of what is reported to be the first 
successful blood transfusion. A baby girl was hemorrhaging, tts 
life ebbing out drop by drop. Ln desperation the father’s son was 
laid bare for more than 6 inches, an artery extracted and attached 
to a vein in the baby’s leg. Through this union the father's life 
passed through the child. The waxen, motionless face began to 
show a tinge of pink, first at the rim of the ear. Then a glow suf- 
fused the entire body ... and the baby cried. So did a number of 
the witnesses. 

The child was saved by blood, because in the blood was 
life. It was saved not because of the father's suffering, but by the 
father’s life. 

In our faith-union with the Mediator, Jesus Christ, we are 
in reality joined to God the Father. it is the Father's Life that 
surges through His children. His Holy Spirit flows into and 
through us in life-giving power and peace. But, it comes at awe- 
full cost. Use whatever metaphor you choose to point to that 
wondrous reality, but at last you will cry with Paul, 


"He loved me, and gave himself for me." Then, 
"There is one God and One who brings us together 
with God, the Man Christ Jesus, who gave Himself 
a ransom for all... Thanks be to God for His un- 
speakable Gift." 


The "Good News/Bad News" packed tight is this: 


J am not good enough by myself. [am not smart enough 
by myself. I am not strong enough by myself. And, the word 
comes that I am not alone in my predicament. You share it, too. 
So does the rest of the Race. That's the "Bad News." The "Good 
News" is that Jesus Christ has come as a ''Ransom for all."' 


That is the breadth and width and depth of His intention. 
The breadth and width and depth of his invitation. The breadth 
and width and depth of the message. | am not at liberty to stretch 
it or shrink it. My authority (and yours) is to proclaim it. To do 
so with all our hearts in the hope and prayer that the Spirit who 
gives us the Story will now bring it to life in and around and 
through us. Amen. (Final) 

1201 Timber Top Drive, Rogers, Arkansas 72756 


GRACE -A LICENSE TO SIN? 


By Arnold Hardin 


Grace discovered! Glory to God! Freedom regained in 
Christ. The shackles of legalism broken. So it has been for the 
last 30 years for many of us, Those in the forefront of this discov- 
ery have consistently warned of the danger of going from one ex- 
treme to the other. The warnings were scarcely given until a 
younger generation, along with some older saints, moved quickly 
into antinomianism (against law) and have become guilty of the 
sin of those in the first century - “who change the grace of our 
God into a license for immorality and deny Jesus Christ our only 
sovereign Lord" (Jude 4). 

Lawlessness abounds! Congress is now holding hearings 
about "speed rage" on our streets and highways. Why this law- 
lessness? We have become a nation of outlaws. We have restric- 
tions, boasting of our imagined freedoms. When in our hypocrisy 
we wonder why our children are rebelling against all authorities. 

Congregations of God's people are not exempt. Nowhere 
is this spnit of rebellion seen than in the ignoring of God's law 
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concerning marriage and the breakup of the family. A large con- 
gregation in another city is typical of what is happening. Those 
who are members there say they are on the verge of division be- 
cause of the younger generation saying that since we are saved 
"by grace alone" (their misuse of that principle being apparent) 
they are at liberty to believe and practice whatever they choose; 
and that their lifestyle is not a matter of concern with God. 
Therefore families have been ripped apart, divorces and remar- 
riages being all too common. You would think those foolish 
brethren view God as a helpless bystander, or else, doesn’t care 
what we do. We are foolish and ignorant when so acting. God 
does not force us to live decent lives; but He warns us of the pres- 
ent and eternal consequences of our actions. 

A preacher, here in Dallas, remarked in a lecture this year 
that "there are twenty nine views of marriage among us."' I re- 
marked later that such is pitiful in that the scriptures know of 
only one view. Thus congregations are being filled with adulter- 
ous marriages to which this brother replied, ''We must be careful 
not to run people off." How utterly tragic! Does God really have 
a law governing marriage, divorce and remarriage? How shall 
we escape if we defy God? 

Jesus was challenged on this matter (Mat. 5:19; Mark 
10). It has been believed that some ambiguity exists in Matthew's 
account. Notso! But any scripture that seems to be unclear is to 
be understood in the light of other passages that are crystal clear 
on the subject at hand. Brethren are fond of the "exception" 
clause in Matthew 19:9. And fornication is said to be adultery. 
Thus, it is taught, that for the cause of adultery the innocent party 
may divorce the guilty and them remarry. But I challenge any- 
one to find the scripture that so teaches. Adultery has never been, 
either in the old testament or new, the grounds for divorce and 
remarriage. Mark and Luke were written for the benefit of Ro- 
mans and Greeks and were written before Matthew which was 
written for the benefit of Jews. Mark and Luke (Mark 10:1-10; 
Luke 16:18) are crystal clear. The so called exception clause in 
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Matthew must be understood in light of these clear statements. 
Mark and Luke were and Luke were written before Matthew's 
account. Were these early disciples cheated not having the bene- 
fit of the exception clause. Never could such such be true! 

Jesus was confronted with two schools of thought regard- 
ing the concession granted through Moses, because of the hard- 
ness of hearts (Deut. 24). Jesus made it clear he did not agree 
with either position nor was the concession to continue. Jesus re- 
established God's law by stating that the marriage relationship 
has been established from the beginning, the creation. God 
decreed that one man and one woman are to be united ‘one 
flesh"' and that union for life. Jesus was most emphatic in declar- 
ing that no one was to dissolve that union. No governmental de- 
cree, no preacher, no religious body can put asunder what God 
joins together. Why "kick against the goads" my brethren? For- 
nication is sexual intercourse between unmanied people. Adul- 
tery is the same act between married people. Wherefore, the 
customs among the Jews must be understood and the exception 
clause is directly related to just that mnatter as seen in Deuterono- 
my 22. 

Jesus and Paul, of course, taught the same thing. Paul 
says that "fornicators and adulterers God will judge." In Ro- 
mans 7:3 Paul declared the law of God saying that if a wife leaves 
her husband and marries someone else she is to be called an adul- 
teress. What mockery we are making of truth and seeking to 
salve our conscience with every asinine argument to be invented. 
Those listening to Jesus had no trouble understanding what He 
was declaring. That is marriage is a "one flesh" arrangement 
and that for life - no exceptions, no excuses, no nothing! So they 
remarked that if what He was teaching was God's law then it 
would be better never to marry being unable to dissolve that 
union if they should desire. Brethren caught up in this immoral 
society are looking for "loop-holes."’ It is being taught that Paul 
was told to grant still another exception (1 Cor. 7:12-17). Breth- 
ren in your haste to rewrite scripture you would have the Holy 
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Spirit contradict himself in the same chapter. In verses 10 and 11 
the Lord tells us that if one partner leaves (divorces) his or her 
mate that such a one must remain unmarried or be reconciled to 
that husband or wife. Then in verse 39, ‘A woman ts bound to 
her husband as long as he lives."" This is God's law. Honor it and 
be blessed. Despise it for the sake of of your "sinful flesh'’ and be 
cursed. The choice is ours. 

Recently a respected brother wrote, "When two people 
believe that it is God's will for them that they never divorce, then 
they do not hold separation as an option. Under these circum- 
stances they will work to preserve the union.'' Then he wrote, 
"We recognize that to take up with another is to pollute the one 
flesh situation that we have entered with our wives. We dare not 
become ‘one flesh’ with another" (1 Cor. 6:16), Such remarks are 
badly needed. But the truth of the matter is that no adulterous 
marriage constitutes ‘one flesh.“ God, not man, creates the ‘‘one 
flesh” union. God does not recognize divorce leading to a second 
marriage as being of "one flesh."" Jesus forever canceled the con- 
cession through Moses and returned the marriage relationship to 
"the beginning." . 


2722 McCutcheon, Dallas Texas 73227 








Editor's Note:_ I suspect that brother Hardin will find some op- 
position to his stand on divorce and remarnage. But since he has 
contributed greatly to the Ensign in the past on such subjects as 
faith, grace, law, works and such like, I figured we owed him a 
hearing on the subject 








My “gone fishing’ month (August) got all messed up by a case of 
summer flu. That'll ‘learn’ me take my flu shot next season. - Ed. 
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WHO ARE THE DENOMINATIONS? 


By Neal Griffin 


Much is said these days about ''denominations."" We of- 
ten refer to our ''denominational friends,"" the ‘denominational 
world," and to ''denominational error." What do we intend 
when we use the term? I suspect that we are usually referring to 
the lost who are not members of "the" church. 'The' church, of 
course, referring to the correctly named religious organization. 
Let us examine our position on this very vital matter in light of 
God's revealed word. 

First of all, God's ecclesia (His church, if you prefer) is not 
a named institution. The Holy Spirit never assigned a proper 
noun name to God's new covenant subjects. He used such de- 
scriptive terms as "‘elect,'' "chosen," 'family," "children," 
"bride," "congregation," "people," ''saints," "assembly," 'as- 
semblies of the Gentiles,"" "assemblies of (churches of Christ," 
"assembly of the first born," and "assembly of God." These 
terms all describe WHAT the church is and not WHO it is. The 
church is people. The word "church," as used in the Bible, is a 
people word. If we are going to use it we should use it with this 
understanding. When the church was scattered, it was people 
who were scattered and not a denominated, religious organiza- 
tion. Nowhere in the Bible is it referred to as an organization that 
has entity (life) separate and apart from the people who consti- 
tuted it. Jesus died to purchase a people. He did not die to pur- 
chase a denominated, religious organization. He died to make 
people right with God. If it is denominated, it is of man — the 
same as the schisms of First Corinthians. 

Even God was reluctant to be called by name. The words 
He authorized for Himself, rather, were descriptive of His om- 
nipotence. God does not need a denominating name to 
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distinguish Him because there is no other God. His church does 
not need a name to distinguish it because there is no other 
church. His is the “one” church. While it is true that God in- 
tends for His children to be a peculiar people, He does not intend 
for that peculiarity to be by denominating name. The family of 
God is 1s to be recognized by qualities of character — primarily 
that we "love one another." If we insist on distinguishing our- 
selves by name we are no different than the schisms at Corinth. 
Webster defines the word ''denominate" very simply as 

"Yo give a name to — to designate.’ The schism at Corinth, in 
addition to thinking too highly of themselves (1 Cor. 4:17), sealed 
their sectarian attitudes with designating titles, e.g., "of Paul,” "of 
Cephas," "of Apollos," and/or "of Christ." They wished to be 
distinguished from the other parts of the body. Paul pointed out 
the awful repugnance of this attitude when he asked, "Is Christ 
divided?" He also said, "The eye cannot say to the hand, ‘I have 
no need of you’,"’ He concluded that they were acting hike people 
"in sin” (1 Cor, 3:4). 

Webster defines the word "denomination" thusly: 1. 
The tendency to separate into religious sects or denominations; 2. 
Advocacy of such separation; and 3, Strict adherence to a de- 
nomination — sectarianism. It would appear to me that any de- 
nominated, religious organization that has a distinguishing name 
and an exclusive creed would fit this definition. 

So the question boils down to this: Who are the denominational? 
In kondness, let me answer the question with a question: Who has a de- 
nominating name? If it has a denominating name it is denomunafional, re- 
gardless of whatever other scriptural positions it advocates. But since we 
have always used the word denominational" to refers to others, it be- 
comes all the more difficult to face the truth of the matter, and the other 
half of that truth is that we have judged denominational neighbors to be 
lost because they have denominational names. Let us pray that our rash 
judgments don't come up to haunt us in the final judgment. 

Brethren, we must divest ourselves of our denominating names. 


10314 Bar X Trail, Helotes, Texas 78023. 
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ORIGINAL SIN 
By R. L. Kilpatrick 


By "original sin" we are not referring to the so-called doc- 
trine of original sin, but to that initial transgression committed by 
Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden. 

Yea, hath God said, "Ye shall not eat of every tree of the 

garden?" ... and the serpent said to the woman, "Ye shall 
not surely die, for God deth know that in the day ye eat 
thereof, then your eyes shall be opened, and shall be as 
gods, knowing good and evil" (Gen. 3: 1-6). 

Here we see that sin had tts origin in mankind in the form 
of a suggestion made by Satan, the instigator who instilled an evil 
thought in the mind of Eve, appealing to her sense of pride. In 
some way the thought of being ''as gods" incited a vision of pow- 
er and glory in the spirit of Eve which she thought that God was 
depriving her. Eve was deceived by the subtlety of Satan (2 Cor. 
11:3), but in a way incomprehensible, but Adam was not de- 
ceived (1 Tim. 2:14). Nevertheless, the seed of evil took root in the 
mind of Adam leading him and all subsequent mankind into sin. 

(Where are we going with all this? Reread the last sen- 
tence above.) 

The conception of this thought in the mind of Adam re- 
sulted in a change in his disposition which manifested itself in the 
formn of disobedience, "'. . . she took of the fruit thereof and did 
eat. And the eyes of them both were opened" (Gen. 3:6,7). 

We know that the power of sin does not lie in this thing 
called temptation. The power lies in the mind of the one tempted. 
When properly exercised, the mind has the ability to overcome 
temptation because James said, "Resist the devil and he will flee 
from you" (Js. 4:17). Adam had the power to resist even after the 
possibility of doing so was presented to him. Here we have law, 
and two choices which law afforded. Adam chose between the 
two and chose to sin. Sin developed when the suggestion took 
root in his mind, even before its manifestation in eating the 
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forbidden fruit. This act was merely the carrying out of that 
which had already been chosen (see James 1:14). This shows us 
also that sin may bé committed in the mind even without the act 
(Mat. 3:21-48). 
THE NATURE OF SIN 
Sin is first and foremos¢ an inward condition of the mind 

-- a Wrong inchnation; second, it is the outward expression of the 
wrong inclination. Some believe that the essence of sin is "pride" 
while others believe it is 'faithlessness,"" and stili others "selfish- 
ness.'' Selfishness seems to be the most likely choice since this is 
the very opposite of "godliness." To be godly means to express 
the attributes of God in one's own life and conduct. It puts God's 
interest ahead of man's interest. A selfish person is a self-centered 
person. His interest is in his self rather than in God. A self- 
centered person is one who has "an exaggerated esteem" of him- 
self. Such a person cannot be godly. All of man's appetites, 
sensuality, ambitions, and affections are deeply rooted in selfish- 
ness since the falt of Adam, "We have turned every man to his 
own way" (Isa. 53:6). Alexander Campbell expresses the fall of 
man thusly: 

Adam rebelled. the natural man became preternatural 

The animal triumphed over the human elements of his na- 

ture. Stn was born on earth. The crown fell from his 

head. The glory of the Lord departed from him. He felt 

his gutit, and trembled; he saw his nakedness and blushed. 

The bright candle of the Lord became a dimly smoking ta- 

per. He was led to judgment. He was tried, condemned to 

death, devested of his patrimonial inheritance; but respited 

from tmmediate execution. A prisoner of death, but per- 

mitted to roam abroad and at large till the King authorize 

hts sezzure and destruction. 


The covenant that offered such an abundant life now be- 
came a covenant of death, ". .. as in Adam all die. . .""t Cor. 
15:22). Faul refers to this present age as the "age of sin and 
death" (Rom. 8:2). This means that from Adam to the end of the 
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world the natural way of mankind was that of sin and death. Ev- 
erything is consigned to sin and sentenced to die (Gal. 3:22; Rom 
6:23). Sin and death has become the law of human nature. 

It may seem that the penalty of death was too harsh a 
punishment for so slight a command, and no doubt it would be 
except that within that first command lies the greatest principle of 
all, loyalty to God, owed by all created life. Or, we may call it the 
principle of allegiance — allegiance to ''self*’ or allegiance to God, 
The ease or difficulty of the command is of minor importance in 
the test of loyalty. It even seems that the more "slight" the com- 
mand the more difficulty it is to obey - Naaman the Leoper serv- 
ing as a prime example 


FREEDOM OF CHOICE LOST 


The fact that God permitted Satan to influence Adam 


does not excuse him for the bad choice he made. Adam had the 
power to overcome the influence of Satan and to make choice be- 
tween the two alternatives set before him. He had the power to 
choose "not" to sin, had he been so disposed. All mankind may 
now justly point an accusing finger at him, because in Adam we 
all have lost the freedom.of choice which God gave to him, that is, 
we no longer have the choice "not" to sin because Adam made 
the choice for us all, and since that time all things are "consigned 
to sin.'' God has stamped SIN across the face of creation. 

In Christianity we are offered the option of removing our- 
selves from the dominion of sin, but not the choice of whether we 
will or will not sin. Sin is the lot of all flesh, it is in the nature of 
mankind. We may prefer not to sin, but we will sin nevertheless, 
for we have not the power NOT to sin as did Adam. Adam's 
choice ts the choice of all mankind. 

Before the privilege of choice can be restored, it is ftrst 
necessary to receive a new nature, to become a new man. This is 
offered in Jesus Christ. - Continued 
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False Prophets: 


Who Are They? 





By Dallas Burdette Part 2 


It is significant that in Romans 14 and 15 that Paul did 
not indict believers as dishonorable interpreters or as false teach- 
ers for their lack of clear understanding concerning the eating of 
meats, and the keeping of certain holy days to the Lord. Even in 
the Corinthian letter, Paul did not castigate the Corinthians for 
not fully grasping the utter futility of idols (1 Corinthians 8). 


False teachers are not by definition those whose knowl- 
edge is inadequate. To require that one have perfect knowledge 
of every detail of God's Word in order to be a trustworthy teach- 
er is to insist on inerrancy and infallibility, an impossible task, 
even for the most highly trained in the field of biblical interpreta- 
tion. To expect such an accomplishment is to demand that one be 
God. Romans 14 is a chapter on how to maintain unity in 


| This advice of Paul to the Corinthians is not generally followed 
by Churches of Christ as a whole. For example, in the earlier part of 
this author’s ministry, he was associated with the one cup and 
non-Sunday school movement. This writer sought to stay within this 
fellowship, but to no avail. For one to remain in this particular 
alliance and to enjoy participation as a faithful member, one had to 
know that beyond the shadow of a doubt that one would go to hell fer 
using individual communion cups and for sharing in Sunday School. 
Correct worship was not sufficient for salvation, one also had to know 
that the use of cups and Sunday school was sinful. But, on the other 
hand, this author soon discovered that the same mind-set existed 
among the cups and Sunday school churches. This group also took a 
strong position against instrumental music. But this group was/is as 
dogmatic about one’s views concerning instrumental music, It is not 
sufficient to worship without the instrument, one must also know that 
singing acappella is the oniy way, othcrwise no fellowship. Today, 
fellowship among many churches is generally based upon correct 
understanding of whatever the party line advocates, nothing else. 
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diversity. There will always be differences within the Christian 
community; thus, believers ought not to denounce one another as 
dishonest guides when they do not dot every "i" and cross every 
“t" in the same way. 


Within the natural realm as well as the spiritual realm, 
one apprehends that there are infants, children, young men, and 
fathers in both domains, and, as a result of these separations, mis- 
interpretations exist. This diversity resides in both worids be- 
cause of the discrepancy of age, the degree of education, cultural 
background (physical and spiritual), and many other factors. 
And, as a result of this individuality in perception, distinctions in 
sharpness are unavoidable.” Misunderstanding is not rebellion; 
an honest mistake of the heart is not mutiny. There is a distinc- 
tiveness between a guileless infraction of the heart an uprising 
against God. 

It is not right to castigate someone just because one thinks 
that his or her knowledge its more accurate or more developed 
than another person. @ne should never exclude another human 
being from fellowship because of a condition of mental deficiency 
- or feeble-mindedness, that is to say, one who does not assent to 
the opinion of the disputing person. Cluistians should practice 
Paul's admonition to the believers in Rome and Corinth. In 
chapter f4 (Romans), Paul develops the concept of unity in diver- 
sity and concludes with the following admonition: 

We who are streng ought to bear with the failings of the 

weak and not to please ourselves, 2 Each of us should 

please his neighbor for his good, to build him up. 3 For 
This author observes, at least within many Chuches of Christ, 

that the greatest blunder that a brother or sister can be guilty of, is to 

study his Bible more than his associates, or at least to outshine them in 

the knowledge of the Word of God. Instead of thanking God for His 

kindness for allowing such persons in their midst, they usually plead 

with God to take them away. And, if God will not be so unkind as to 

put him or her out from among the local congregation, they will at 


length put them out from among the fellowship under the charge of 
heresy. 


2 
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even Christ did not please himself but, as it is written: 
"Lhe insults of those who insult you have falien on me" 

For everything that was written tn the past was written to 
teach us, so that through endurance and the encourage- 
ment of the Scriptures we might have hope God who 
gives endurance and encouragement give you a@ spirit of 
unity among yourselves as you follow Christ Jesus, so that 
with one heart and mouth you may glorify the God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Accept one another, 


then, just as Christ accepted you, in order to bring praise to 
God.’ 


Who are the strong? Who are the weak? Are the weak 
false teachers? Are the strong true teachers? Does inaccuracy in 
doctrine automatically make one a corruptible teacher? Does it 
not all depend on what the teaching is? Were some wrong in their 
Sensitivity about the keeping of certain days holy to the Lord or 
the legality of eating certain meats? Were some correct in their 
views? Were others mistaken in their views? What does fellow- 
ship mean? What does endorsement mean? Can one be in fel- 
lowship with another person and not necessarily subscnbe to the 
totality of what the other person believes? Are individuals in fel- 
lowship with persons or things? Which? 


What does it mean to exercise "a spint of Unity''? What 
does it mean to glorify God "with one heart and mouth”? What 
does it mean to "accept one another... just as Christ accepted 
you, in order to bring praise to God"? How does God accept 
you? Does he not approve you with warts and all? Should not 
Christians take in other believers with warts and all? Has God 
received you with imperfection in your knowledge and famine in 
your daily living? Are Christians to accept others with shortage 
in their knowledge and fallibility in their daily living? These are 
questions that every sincere believer must address. The Holy 


Romans 15:1-7. The New ZInteraational Version, 
(Grand Rapids. MI: Zondervan Publishing House) 1984. 
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Spirit nails the coffin shut about these issues: “Accept one anoth- 
er, then, just as Christ accepted you, in order to bring praise to 
God." 

Again, from the Scriptures, one deternnines that a false 
prophet is not automatically someone that has deficiency in un- 
derstanding. But the question that still confronts every Christian 
is: How does one settle from Scripture who is or who is not a spu- 
rious prophet/teacher?’ The first step in explaining Scripture is to 
read the text. To fathom a passage involves the immediate con- 
text, the remote context, and the larger context. The z#zecdiate 
context includes verses preceding and following the reference that 
one is studying. On the other hand, the remote context may take 
in the entire book in which the text is found. Also, the /arger con- 
fext may embrace the whole of God's written revelation. This un- 
derstanding of contexts helps to determine the meaning or 
meanings that one attaches to any distinct phrase. Otherwise, the 
interpreter may impose conjectured convictions on a text without 
due reflection upon what the author says. Without a conception 
of context, a person's particular context tends to shape his or her 
understanding and interpretation of the message. 

WHO IS A FALSE PROPHET? 

The first part of this essay analyzed certain chapters in 
First Corinthians and Romans to determine how Paul dealt with 
differences bai the  Sonetreulnien, ames pentlels aig not 





; Simply reciting Scriptures that draw attention to “false 


teachers" is not sufficient to determine who the "false teachers" are. 
One such example of this perception of Scripture citation is by Allen 
Bailey, one cup and non-Sunday school preacher. [n one essay, he cites 
thirty-six Scriptures to document the importance of this subject — an it 
is an important subject. No one denies these passages, but some deny 
his conclusions. Every Scripture he recalls is the Word of God, but one 
must not equate his interpretation with the Word itself. Remember, 
the context is the determining factor in trying to arrive at a correct 
insight. Qne must not employ these Scriptures in a way the Holy 
Spirit did not employ them. In this article, he writes about "False 
Doctrines of the Fwentieth Century." After one’s reading, one cannot 
but stand in awe at many of his conclusions. 
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discuss the philosophy of those who sought to undermine the very 
foundation of Christianity, namely, Jesus is the Messiah: 
{ do not write to you because you do not know the truth, 
but because you do know it and because no lie comes 
from the truth. Who is the liar? It is the man who denies 
that Jesus is the Christ Such a man is the antichrisi—he 
denies the Father and the Son. No one who denies the 
Son has the Father; whoever acknowledges the Son has 
the Father also. ° Nor did these chapters (1 Corinthians 8 
and Romans 14 and 15) review the teachings of the Gnos- 
tics that denied that Jesus came in the flesh: 
Many deceatvers, who do not acknowledge Jesus Christ as 
coming in the flesh, have gone out into the world. Any 
such person is the deceiver and the antichrist. & Watch out 
that you do not lose what you have worked for, but that 
you may. be rewarded fully. 9 Anyone who runs ahead and 
does not continue in the teaching of Christ does not have 
(sod; whoever continues in the teaching has both the Fa- 
ther and the Son. 10 1f anyone comes to you and does not 
bring this teaching, do not take him into your house or 
welcome him. 11 Anyone who welcomes him shares in his 
wicked work. ° 
Again, neither of the above chapters (by Paul) ap- 
proached the works of the flesh addressed in the book of Jude 
concerning false teachers: 
For certain men whose condemnation was written about 
long ago have secretly slipped in ameng you. They are 
godless men, who change the grace of our Gad into a h- 
cense for inunorality and deny Jesus Christ our only Sev- 
ereign and Lord ' 

Paul also warned against false teachers, even as John, Jude, 
and Peter cautioned. But, one should not apply the phrase false 
teacher(s) to one who is contending for the faith once delivered to 
the saints, as recorded by Jude (verse 3). Paul did not so employ 


4 


I John 2: 21-23. The New Internatienal Version. 
$ 2 John 7-11. 
Jude 4. 
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the term (false teacher/prophet) in his discussion of diversity with- 
in the Corinthian and Roman congregations. These difficulties in 
Corinth and Rome, in and of themselves, did not deny the Mes- 
siahship of Jesus, did not deny that Jesus had come in the flesh, 
and did not deny the principles of morality upon God's people. 
For one to deny that Jesus is the Christ, for one to deny the in- 
carnation of Christ, and for one to turn the grace of God into a 
license for sexual immorality, is a false teacher. 
P.O. Box 20274, Montgomery, AL 36120 


E-mail burdettes@mindspring. com 


THE CONSEQUENCES OF SATAN'S 
DIVISIVE SPIRIT 


By Neal Griffin 


Consequences are the result of, and not necessarily the 
punishment for, conduct. God knew the consequences of eating 
the forbidden fruit, and even though He was willing to forgive 
Adam and Eve, the consequences were not nullified. The alcohol- 
ic, as he repents, is welcomed by God, but his liver continues to 
bear the consequences of years of abuse. The young girl may 
have repented of her sin, but the consequence of aids or an illegiti- 
mate child may follow her to the grave. Such is the nature of 
consequences. 


For the purpose of this article I would like to focus ona 
few visible consequences of Satan's implanted divisiveness. In the 
city of San Antonio alone which, with several smaller incorpo- 
rated cities, has a population of a little over one million, there are 
one-thousand-ninety-nine (1,099) denominated __ religious 
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organizations (churches) listed in the yellow pages. The cathe- 
drals and other buildings owned by these organizations represent 
a tax base of well over three-hundred-million dollars 
(300,000,000.00). Every one of these organizations applies for and 
gets tax exclusion in open defiance of Matthew 22:21. Madaline 
O'Hare is reported to have said that she had no argument with 
the various sects, but that she did object to having her tax bill im- 
pacted because of them. She has a legitimate point. This same 
scenario is seen in the smaller rural towns. The large majority, 
which are non-church people, are forced to pick up the tab for the 
religious church goers. How can we win them to Christ when he 
have our hands in their back pocket? Recently Andy Rooney ex- 
posed on national TV tremendous waste in the name of religion. 
He showed several multi-million dollar cathedrals with no more 
than forty or fifty members in attendance. He closed his expose' 
by suggesting that if the members of the various sects knew how 
much their personal tax bills were being impacted by the extrava- 
gant waste, they would be willing to assemble together for 
worship. 


Many fundamentally conservative, denominated, reli- 
gious organizations boast that over eighty percent of their budget 
goes for evangelizing. There was a time when I believed this. My 
church was spending over fifty-thousand dollars ($50,000.00) per 
year for a pulpit minister who spent almost all of his time promot- 
ing our church and its party positions. The missionaries we were 
supporting in Mexico were not evangelizing but, rather, they 
were down there stirring up our "liberal" brethren. They were 
down there promoting our brand of orthodoxy. This is not evan- 
gelizing. It is preaching “party” gospel. As I investigated further, 
I found that our entire building expense was included in this 
eighty percent figure. When you consider what ts involved in 
keeping a huge cathedral with its parking lot, offices, and utilities 
you are considering a huge amount of money. One church in San 
Antonio was recently milking its membership for a reported eight 
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million dollars ($8,000,000.00) building expansion program. One 
sad aspect of this is that many many sincere church members give 
all of their available charity money to their church. Consequent- 
ly, when family, friends, or neighbors need help, they are unable 
to give it. Now I implore you to ask yourself the question: Is this 
modern-day "corban" or is it not? "I gave it to the church." "I 
have no money for widows and orphans." "It is pledged.” Does 
this sound like the true religion of James 1:27? fs the practice of 
OUR religion preventing us from practicing TRUE religion? Is 
there any difference between us and the Pharisees? One Sunday 
morning we had gotten to the church early and observed that one 
or our deacons had discovered a street person asleep behind a se- 
cluded area of our building and was ushering him off our proper- 
ty because he was interfering with our practice of religion. He 
was making our members uncomfertable. He was defiling our 
building. Is there something wrong here? Have our cathedrals 
caused us to miss the point? Cathedrals are but monuments to 
our pride. We are not storing up treasures in heaven when we 
build them. "God dwells not in temples made with hands." 

A few years ago, in McCall, Idaho, an elder and veteran 
of World War II, was lamenting the terrible sin of divisiveness 
among Christians. He reported that when the war was over the 
Japanese completely surrendered to us. They were ready to give 
up their gods since our God had given us the victory. The call 
went out for a million Bibles and a thousand evangelists, but the 
order was not filled because we were too busy fighting among 
ourselves. We were too occupied with church splits. each one of 
which required a new building and a new paid minister. We 
were too busy proving that our particular brand of orthodoxy 
was "true religion." In short, we were eaten up with the divisive 
spirit, 

San Antonio was used in our earlier example. Suppose 
we enlarge the scenario to cover the United States, Would you 
believe that we are talking more than one forty-nine billion dol- 
lars ($49,000,000,000.00) ANNUALLY for locally situated pulpit 
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ministers.) We are talking about money used for our own com- 
fort. We are talking about money used to hire pulpit ministers to 
tell us what we like to hear. Imagine how much closer we could 
come to winning the world for Christ if this money were diverted 
into feeding the widows and homeless 

The extravagance of denominated religious organizations, 
huge edifices, and paid pulpit ministers is the natural conse- 
quences of our own divisiveness. "Is Christ divided?"' We make 
it appear to be so. Could the world be won without these non- 
scriptural aids? When the Christians were scattered from Jeru- 
salem the Gospel was spread and they did it in the complete ab- 
sence of denominated religious organizations. Every believer was 
a minister of the Gospel. They did it without cathedrals, and they 
did it without pulpit ministers. Why couldn't it be done today? 
It could be done today. But I suppose the most awful conse- 
quence of our divisiveness ts that any organization must perpetu- 
ate itself or it ceases to be. Jesus plays second fiddle. The grand 
promotion is the system. This is not nght. This is not good. This 
is not by the Book. 

Please think on these things. I believe them to be true to 
the Word. 

10514 Bar X Trail, Helotes Texas 78023 


HEIRS OF THE COVENANT 


a See ce CU 00 nnn 


By Stanley W. Paher 


Not too many days after the great Pentecost of Acts 2, Si- 
mon Peter spoke to the people from a place called Solomon's 
Porch, in the temple courts. The preaching of the gospel of Christ 
included very familiar historical material, and as in Acts 2:37-40 
the apostle concluded with admonitions to turn to the Lord. 
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Peter explained that "the God of Abraham, Isaac and Ja- 
cob...has glorified His servant Jesus," the One whom they had 
disowned. Sins would be wiped out by repenting and turning to 
God, after which “times of refreshing would come from the 
Lord..."" (vv. 19-20). Of this time of restoration (v. 20) '‘all the 
prophets from Samuel on, as many as have spoke, have foretold 
of these days.'' Undoubtedly, Peter recited many of these pro- 
phetic utterances and made direct application to his audience of 
Jews, many of whom had been baptized into Christ (Acts 2:38). 

Peter then added significantly, ''And you are heirs of the 
prophets and of the covenant God made with your fathers. He 
said to Abraham, ‘Through your offspring all peoples on earth 
will be blessed.’ ."". Peters very appeal to respond to Christ was 
based upon the veneration for the fathers of the Jewish nation 
(see v. 12), and for the covenant which they inherited (v. 25). 
Therefore, Abraham, those of the Jewish seed which followed, 
and the newly baptized Christians were in the same covenant, the 
eternal agreement of peace and grace. 

In his letter to the Galatians, Paul taught these same 
truths. After reminding his brothers that they have clothed with 
Christ and had become Sons of God ((3:26-27), the apostle stated: 
"If you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham's seed, and heirs 
according to the promise.'' Similar to Peter's sermon in Acts 3, 
Paul's words centered directly upon important covenantal heirs 
according to the promise.'' Similiar to Peter's sermon in Acts 3, 
Paul's words centered directly upon important covenantal con- 
cepts: that the Galatians were of Abraham's seed and a direct 
beneficiary of God's covenant '‘according to the promise." 

Both Peter and Paul stress the truth that the people of 
Christ were heirs of a long-standing agreement which God has 
made with His people. God initiated this covenant with the fa- 
thers, and they were specifically identified as Abraham, Isaac and 
Jacob in Acts 3:13. Both apostles emphasize that Christians are 
heirs to this God-man relationship which began with Abraham. 
The first century saints were in fact Abraham's seed, and the 
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recipient of uninterrupted blessings which flowed from God's 
promise to the ancient Patriarch (Gen. 12:1-3, 15:4-18, 17:2-14). 

Inasmuchas the important themes of Abraham being the 
father of the Christian conimunity and the seed promise are men- 
tioned numerous times in the New Testament (and of the Ante- 
Nicene fathers as well), it is apparent that these covenant blessings 
were in the forefront of apostolic preaching and teaching 
throughout the first century, first orally and then in writing. 

Even at the dawn of the Christian era, and in anticipation 
of it, Luke records how a merciful God would remember His 
covenant with the people. In Luke 1:54-55, Mary declares that 
God has been a continual help to Abraham and his descendants 
forever, even as promised to the fathers (comp. with v. 72). Be- 
ginning at Luke 1:67, Zechariah, the father of John the Baptist, 
praised the Redeemer of Israel who has brought salvation to the 
people in the holy covenant, ‘the oath he swore to our father 
Abraham" (v. 73). It was a display of mercy and an oath God 
had sworn to Abraham (wv. 72-73). What Peter and then Paul 
said about covenant are extensions of praises to God recorded by 
David (Psa. 105:42) and then the chronicler (1 Chron. 16:15), in 
thankfulness that God had remembered His covenant with the 
people. 

ROMANS 3-4 

In thus being bound to God in the eternal covenant, we 
stand justified, pronounced as righteous with sins forgiven and 
enjoying peace with God (Rom. 5:1). As shown throughout Ro- 
mans 3 - 4, this spiritual association was fully enjoyed by Abra- 
ham and David as well as Christians. The "righteousness of God 
apart from law" is imputed to believers who live in covenant with 
God, not only in the Christian era but to all the faithful living 
during the time of the law and the prophets (Rom. 3:21). All be- 
lievers are justified freely by such grace, inasmuch as God pres- 
ented Christ Jesus as a sacrifice of atonement through faith in His 
blood (vv. 23-24) -- not as a lawgiver. 
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The covenantal process was a divine demonstration of 
justice (vv. 25-26), for justification came freely by grace on the 
part of a covenant-making God (see v. 24). Thus, as man receives 
the covenant and faithfully abides in it, there ts no room for 
boasting by man (wv. 27-28). Such a divine arrangement does not 
nullify law (v. 31) but puts it in the proper place, namely, that 
obedience to law ts the proper response inside a covenantal 
relationship. 

In Romans 4, Paul shows how the covenantal principle of 
justification by faith is exemplified. The aposife called upon 
Abraham and David to show how that faith is credited to righ- 
teousness. A reliance upon works system to bring mghteousness 
renders faith valueless and the promise of God worthless (see 
4:15). Then Paul concludes the matter of how to maintain a rela- 
tionship with God (in a covenant): "Therefore, the promise came 
by faith, so that it may be by grace, and may be guaranteed to all 
of Abraham's offspring (v. 16) — to Jewish Christians “of the 
law” and of Gentile Christians who share Abraham's faith but 
are not of the law. 

And just as Abraham's faith was “credited to hum for 
righteousness,'' those very words were written for us (Christians) 
also (v. 24). 

This peace comes only through justification by faith, and 
access to God through His covenant comes by faith (f:tithftulness), 
which is how we access His blood (Rom. 5:1, 9). 

Therefore, we are heirs of God's promise through the 
eternal covenant. From time's beginning God has had a goal, in 
His scheme of redemption, a relationship with His created. What 
is the divine objective? the revelation of God and the dispensing 
of blessings and favor to man (and cursings of the people per- 
sisteal in disobedience). How did God do this? It was by offering 
to man the covenant. To carry out the divine objective, God used 
as instrument Israel, first Abraham's family, then his seed 
through the nation, and finally the body of Christ after His ascen- 
sion into heaven. 
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As God through His son calls people into the covenantal 
partnership, it is accomplished not through any relationship de- 
fined by law but by faith and heirship through the father of us all, 
Abraham. Christians can rest assuredly that God continually 
comforts His own in specific discernible ways, always for their 
good, so that we can live with and for Him out of sheer gratitude 
for His magnificent salvation. 

4135 Badger Circle, Reno, Nevada 89509 
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THE END OF GRACE 


By John Eoff 


A good many preachers in our churches seem more ob- 
sessed with determining a limit to grace than proclaiming the 
Gospel of God which is saturated with grace. Perhaps this con- 
centration of effort is spurred by a fear that without the security 
of a line of demarcation beyond which a believer may not go and 
still enjoy the promise of God's grace a feeling of false security 
may develop which would encourage the Christian to commit 
some foul deed. A fear of weakness of man is transferred to a fear 
for the weakness in the blood of the anointed one. Some would 
set the limit at a horrendous sin while others would bind God's 
grace to extend no further than those practicing some tediously 
extracted "law" concerning how one worships when assembled 
with other Christians, These seem to perceive of God as a very 
strict father who is seeking desperately for some excuse to disin- 
herit his children, 


Jesus made the point in the sermon on the mount that if 


we who are evil (that's all of us), know how to give good things to 
our own children our heavenly Father, who is good, knows how 


177 


to (and will) give good things much more abundantly to his chil- 
dren, whom we are through faith (Mat. 7:9-11). 


"Bill," who according to Jesus’ definition, was evil al- 
though he was a steadfast member of the "Lord's Church" and a 
stalwart member of the local community, has a son who was ac- 
cused of murdering his wife. Of course the boy denied it through 
the evidence against him was quiet strong (in the end a conviction 
was obtained by the prosecuting attorney). He owned a farm and 
was rather well off financially. The worse thing he could think of 
happening to him personally was that his son, even if guilty, 
would have to suffer the consequences of his actions and spend 
the rest of his life in prison. "Bill" did not hesitate to sell his fann 
and convert all his assets to cash to hire the best obtainable crimi- 
nal defense lawyers to defend his son. True, the son had a flaw — 
a serious deficiency in his character but his father would go to 
whatever extreme within his power to free his son of the just re- 
ward for his evil deed. 


Our heavenly Father is more capable than "Bill" and has 
far greater assets and above all else he 1s good, while "Bill" ts evil, 
and therefore knows how to provide for his undeserving children 
to a far greater extent. God was not willing to withhold even his 
own son, his only begotten in the whole world, to insure that his 
children through faith would not suffer the consequences of their 
evil deeds. ‘Blessed is the man whose sin the Lord will never 
count against him" (Rom. 4:8, quoting from Psa. 32:2). Thus it is 
revealed the righteousness of God which is not related to the righ- 
teousness of man. Man's righteousness can come only through works 
which are righteous while God's righteousness comes through his own 
grace. ‘'But now a righteousness from God, apart from law, has been 
made known, to which the Law and Prophets testify. This righteousness 
from God comes through faith m Jesus Christ to all who believe. There is 
no difference, for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, and 
are justified freely by his grace through the redemption that came by 
Christ Jesus’ (Rom. 3:21-24). We have the human practice of malaing a 
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difference — some sins being too severe to come under God's grace — op- 
posed by Paul's declaration that ‘'there is no difference, for all have sinned 
and fall short of the glory of God.'' The Pharisee in each of us is com- 
pelled to point to the obviously greater sins of the publicans and draw a 
line somewhere between us and '’them" and claim this to be where the 
grace of God ends. As long as we are on the right side of this line we can 
be very comfertable and boastfully exclude those on the other side of the 
line. I think the prodigal son's brother would have liked fer his father to 
recognize such line and exclude the evil one but that is not the way of a fa- 
ther, even an easthly father, much less our heavenly Father. We can rest 
assured in His promises because it is not possible fer him to lie. 
57 Hilltop Drive, Kerrville, Texas 78028 


A BRUSH WITH THE GRIM REAPER 


Some of you may have wondered why we are two months 
late in getting out the Ensign (1 hope you have). I came close to 
meeting my Maker in November. I came down with the worst 
kind of pneumonia (I didn't know that there was but one kind 
but there's two and J had the worst of the two) and before it could 
be diagnosed the bacteria had entered the blood stream and dam- 
aged my liver — among other things. I spent seven days in the 
hospital being flushed out with antibedics. [ am just now regain- 
ing my strength, even though I am not out of the woods yet. 


I am not going to try to make up the two missing issues 
because December is the last month m the 2-year period in which 
we issue the 2-year bound volume. I am sorry for the inconve- 
nience, - Editor 


se St Ke 
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The 1996/1997 bound volume should be ready sometime in 
January or February, 1998. Price will be $7.50. 
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the restoration of spiritual freedom in Christ and recognizcs all as brethren who submit to the Lordship 
| of Jesus Christ. The magazine is further dedicated to the teachings of "justification by Faith” and the 
tmputcd righteousness of God as the basis of our relationship to God. Manuscripts written to advance these. 
_ teachings are welcomed. Ensignis approved by the IRS asa Tax Exempt Privatc Foundation and donations 
arc tax deductible. Annual subscription is $10.00 USA. $15.00 Canada and $21.00 Europe. Mail 
correspondence to the address below. Phone: 205-536-9320. <hitp://www.freedomsring.org> 
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